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THE MOTION of which Sir Roundell Palmer has given 
notice, with reference to the Greek massacre, may raise 
some interesting questions of law as to the status of an 
ambassador or his suite in a foreign country. It ie ad- 
mitted that an ambassador is entitled to many privileges, 
and, in virtue of the “sanctity of his character,” is 
clothed with some important immunities. The question 
is how far those privileges anc immunities extend. Ac- 
cording to the irrepressible “ Historicus,” whose cos- 
mopolitan information appears to enable him to instruct 
the public upon every conceivable subject at the shortest 
notice, the “ sacredness of his character belongs to the 
minister at all times, upon all occasions, and in all places 
within the territory to which he is accredited. He can 
claim it eundo, redeundo, et morando.” The immunity 
which belongs tohis profession is borne about with him 
everywhere sleeping or waking, in recreation as well as 
in business. “If you kill me it’s murder, but if I kill 
you it’s nothing,” was the salutation of Leech’s little spe- 
cial constable in °48 to the brawny ruffian supposed to 
be about to subvert the constitution. Much the same sort 
of protection, in the opinion of “ Historicus,” surrounds 
anambassador and his secretaries. Some of the latter 
are young, and it is not impossible that in this country 
they might one night find themselves involved in 
some of those riotous frolics in which youth, with wild 
oats yet to sow, is supposed to delight. If such a 
catastrophe should occur, and an uncompromising police- 
man should lay hands on the sacred person of an 
excited attaché, what fearful consequences might 
ensue! There would be a casus belli at once, un- 
less a handsome compensation were immediately made to 
the injured prisoner. The divinity wherewith he is 
hedged extends, says that great jurist, “ Historicus,” to 
“the opera box,” and we presume would cover him 
“morando” in less reputable resorts. 

It is indeed scarcely possible to speak seriously of 
such extravagance as is contained in the letter 
of “Historicus” to the TZimes. Fortunately, he is 
not likely to mislead anyone, for leading columns of the 
same paper have during the pdst week contained the 
true and sensible interpretation of the privilege of 
ambassadors. They, and their immediate suite, are no 
doubt, exempt from all ordinary local jurisdiction, civil 
orcriminal. They remain, in all respects, citizens of the 
state from whence they came; they carry their own laws 
with them; their children are regarded asnatives of their 
own country, though born abroad, But just as a minis- 
ter who chooses to engage in mercantile pursuits in the 
country where he is sent to reside, loses guoad these pur- 
suits his inviolability, and subjects his property, except- 
ing 0 much of it as may be necessary for the legitimate 
purposes of his diplomatic oalling, to attachment for 
debt (Bynkershoek de foro Legatorum, ¢. 16), so if 
he lays aside his official duties, and for the time becomes 
&n ordinary tourist, he must take his chance with other 
travellers, England can and ought to insist on redress 
for the murder of Mr. Herbert, not because he was a 
member of Mr. Erskine’s staff, but because he was an 
Englishman, It seems to us that his case stands exactly 














on the same footing as those of Mr. Lloyd and Mr. Viner; 
and when, on the broad principles of international 
justice, we have such a good case as regards all these 
unfortunate victims, what is the use of singling out one 
of them, and of attempting on his behalf to substantiate 
special claims which are repugnant to common sense, and 
also, we believe, to the law of nations? 

THE DECISION RECENTLY PRONOUNCED by Sir Robert 
Phillimore in the case of Martin v. Jackson, upon which so 
much unfavourable comment has been expressed, will, 
we trust, draw the attention of legal reformers to the 
query whether there should not be some reform in ti: - 
constitution of the Ecclesiastical Court, at any rate in 
cases where the questions involved concern not the 
doctrinal orthodoxy, but the moral qualifications of cler- 
gymen of the Church of England. We have no desire to 
express any opinion upon the particular case of Mr. 
Jackson. Indeed, as notice of appeal has been given it 
would be improper to do so. But we have observed of 
late a disposition, on the part of persons whose opinion is 
entitled to respect, to complain of the present state of the 
law ecclesiastical wherever a matter of personal character 
and reputation is concerned. For our own part we do not 
think it expedient that any clergyman should be com- 
pelled to stake his whole professional status—which is, 
indeed, almost his life—upon the view which a solitary 
individual, well meaning and honest though he may be, 
may take of a vast mass of contradictory and perplexing 
evidence. The public, too, have, it is said,a right to 
demand that the trial of one of the ministers of the 
Established Church should take place before a tribunal 
whose liability to mistake would be presumably less than 
that of any one man however gifted, painstaking, and 
anxious to do justice. 

It is certainly true that where evidence is contradictory 
and witnesses are called whose testimony, upon paper, 
is utterly incapable, upon any reasonable theory, of 
being reduced into harmony— where, in short, the 
grossest and most deliberate perjury has been committed 
on one side or the other—trial by jury is very successful. 
It is really extraordinary how certainly a jury by a sort 
of “ unerring instinct” find out who is the witness of 
truth or who is not. The Chief Justice of England in 
his recent letter to the Lord Chancellor has recognised 
the supreme excellence, in all cases where there are 
complicated disputes of fact, of this mode of trial. No 
doubt there are certain cases in which a jury would be and 
are of no use. For example, it would be useless to take 
their opinion on the legality of incense or lighted candles. 
The late brother of the present Dean of Arches, who 
certainly was in the habit of expressing somewhat vio- 





| lent opinions, gave in his work, on evidence ef omnibus 








rebus aliis, the opinion that in civil cases a jury is gene- 
rally useless, but he decidedly approved it in criminal mat- 
ters. Baron Bramwell, in giving evidence recently upon 
the subject, said that if he wanted nothing but the truth 
in a particular case he should prefer an intelligent judge 
practised in such questions. But in answer to the question 
whether his own experience had led him to be dissatis- 
fied with jury trials, Baron Bramwell said “ No; ” and in 
proceeding to point out certain classes of cases in which 
juries habitually go wrong, the learned judge observed— 
“You may say to them, ‘ the question is not whether the 
man is innocent, but whether there is absence of rea- 
sonable cause and malice,’ but in vain, they find for the 
innocent man.” The truth is that in criminal cases the 
jury very seldom go wrong, and it would be superfluous 
for us to point out the affinity of cases in which charges 
are made against the characters of clergymen to“ criminal 
cases” proper. Why then should not the Dean of 
Arches have power given him to summon a jury to 
determine such questions as were raised in Martin v. 
Jackson? It would, we are sure, be a relief to him te 
have such assistance, and the verdict of the jury would 
command—we may eay it without any want of reapect— 
more confidence than that of the judge sitting alone and 


29 














586 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. May 21, 1870, 








unassisted. Even in a running down ease in the Court 
of Admiralty the same judge receives the assistance of 
nautical assesors. Surely in an inquiry which really con- 
cerns interests infinitely more important than can by 
any possibility be at issue in any admiralty cause, similar 
help should be rendered to him. We think that no 
clergyman should be liable to suspension or deprivation 
for any alleged offence against morals, without having 
the charge against him investigated by the ordinary and 
satisfactory criminal tribunal of the country. 





Iv Is SAID that the Habitual Criminals Act, 1869, 
(32 & 33 Viot. c. 99), is to ke amended this session, and 
it may, therefore, be useful to recall some of the chief 
defects of this statute, on which we have already com- 
mented several times. 

The statute (besides some miscellaneous provisions) 
deals with three classes of criminals—viz., convicts at 
large under licences, habitual criminals, and receivers of 
stolen goods. As regards the first two classes, and, toa 
limited extent, as to the third class, the ordinary pre- 
sumption of innocence is, under certain circumstances, 
reversed, and guilt is presumed until innocence is proved. 
The sections embodying the chief provisions of the Act 


are drawn very carelessly, and several questions have al- | 


ready arisen upon them. 

By section 8, if any person is convicted on indictment 
of any of certain specified offences “and he be proved 
to have been previously convicted of” any of certain 
offences, he is to be subject to police supervision after the 
term of his imprisonment. Nothing is said as to the 
time or mode of the proof of the previous conviction. 
The effect of this omission has aleady been felt. <A 
prisoner was convicted before the Recorder of Bolton 
on an indictment which contained no charge of any 
prior conviction. A prior conviction was, however, 
proved by viva voce evidence at the trial. The question 
’ was suggested, will the person be liable to supervision 
after the expiration of his imprisonment ? That is, was 
the prior conviction sufficiently proved within the mean- 
’ ing of section 8? 

The supervision is no part of the sentence, and the 
matter, therefore, is still in doubt. A case very like 
this (Zeg. v. Summers, 17 W. R. 384), had already arisen 
shortly before the statute was passed, and indeed the 
bill at first contained a clause (section 19) providing 


that a previous conviction might be proved, although | 


not charged in the indictment, and without production 
of the record of such previous conviction. This clause 
was, however, struck out. 

Again, in Reg. v. Harwood, on the Home Circuit last 
spring assizes, a difficulty arose in construing section 11, 
which enacts that on proceedings against persons as re- 
ceivers of stolen goods, a previous conviction of certain 
specified offences may be proved “as evidence” of the 
prisoner's knowledge that the goods were stolen, provided 
that notice is given to the prisoner “that proof is in- 
tended to be given of his previous conviction, and that 
he will be deemed to have known such goods to have been 
stolen until he has proved the contrary.” Keating, J., 
held that the words of the notice do not extend the en- 
acting part of the section so as to throw upon the ac- 
cused the onus of proving his innocence. In the same 
case the question was raised whether a bank note was 
included in the word “goods” in this action. The 
prisoner was acquitted, so that these points have not 
been argued, 

As we have said, the onus of proving innccence is, 
under certain circumstances, thrown upon criminals, but 
there is no provision enabling them to giveevidence. It 
seems hard to raise a presumption of guilt against a man 
and then to forbid him to rebut it by his own evidence, 
more especially as the matters requiring proof under 
this statute are peculiarly within the knowledge of 
the accused, for instance, “that he is not getting his 
livelihood by dishonest means.” 

Section 10 is also very objectionable. By it any per- 








son keeping a “ lodging-house, beer-house, public-house, 
or any other place where exciseable liquors are sold, or 
place of public entertainment or resort,” who knowingly 
harbours thieves “or allows the deposit of goods therein, 
having reasonable cause for believing them to be stolen, 
shall be liable” to a penalty of £10. Comment ig. 
hardly necessary on this section. 

Of all the criminal classes receivers are the most in- 
jurious. At the same time they are the most easily dis- 
covered, because they must have fixed abodes. They are 
therefore the persons upon whom the criminal law could 
and ought to operate most effectually. No one disputes 
this, but it seems as if the framers of section 10 had for- 
gotten it. The offence under the section is restricted to 
harbouring thieves, &c., in places of public resort, and 
the penalty is so small that its infliction will not reduce 
the gains of the offenders to any appreciable extent. It 
is obvious that the section ought to extend to all persons 
who harbour thieves, &c., on their premises, irrespective 
of what other use the premises may be put to. The 
amount of the penalty should be such as to render the 
commission of offences against the section unmistakeably 
unprofitable. 

Want of space, and not want of matter, prevents our 
examining this statute any further at present. There 
are, however, many other faults in the statute, for 
instance, according to the literal interpretation of section 
3, if a constable has reason to believe that a convict at 
large under a licence is getting a livelihood by dishonest 
means and it is found that “ there are reasonable grounds 


| for such belief,’ the convict may forfeit his licence as if 


convicted of an indictable offence, although it is found as 


| a fact that the convict is not getting his livelihood by 


dishonest means. 





WHEN A PARSON RUNS IN DEBT and his living is 
sequestrated, the result is that there is a great scandal, 
and the parish goes without the performance of those 
duties which a good parish minister would and should 


perform—to say nothing of the wretched effects of a 
continuing bad example set by the person who ought to 
preach by his own practice. The Bishop of Winchester 
and Lord Harrowby have each introduced into the 
House of Lords a bill designed to remedy this evil. 
Lord Harrowby’s bill was utterly impracticable in its 
machinery, and was on that ground rightly rejected. 
The Bishop of Winchester proposes that, in future, se- 
questrations should be entirely abolished (he does not, 
of course, intend that the change should affect obliga- 
tions already contracted), and that whenever a clergy- 
man becomes bankrupt his benefice shall thereupon 
be vacated. If this measure were likely to prevent the 
recurrence of the sad state of things above alluded to, 
we should support it cordially; and it may be that if 
those who now give the credit could no longer rely on 
the income of the benefice, they would refuse the credit 
in the first instance. That, undoubtedly, would be a 
most happy result. It was hinted, however, by some 
of the law lords, that the effect of the change 
would be only to raise the terms of those who 
supply money and goods. Possibly in the case 
of officers in the army and other lay contractors of 
liabilities this may be so to some extent, undoubtedly so 
where the debts are on “ accommodation bills ”; we fancy, 
however, that the debts of bankrupt clergymen are 
usually tradesmens’ accounts. But what would be the 
practical result of such a measure as that of the Bishop 
of Winchester? The result would be that no beneficed 
clergyman would ever become bankrupt. No creditor 
would ever be so blind to his own pecuniary interest as to 
take a step which would effectually destroy his chance of 
ever getting paid. Thus the contingency on which the 
benefice is to be handed over to a worthier incumbent 
would never arise, and the parish would continue with 
its parson steeped in debt, his creditors dunning him 
steadily on the strength of the stipend. Of the two, we 
believe that this state of things is worse than that where 
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the living is sequestrated and an absent parson repre- 
sented by a curate locum tenens. 





On SATURDAY LAST the new hall of the Inner Temple 
was formally opened by H.R.H. the Princess Louise and 
Prince Christian, the latter being elected a bencher of 
the inn, which will entitle him to the privilege of rent- 
ing chambers, with a seniority of choice, besides the 
option of eating his dinner in the hall in term time and 
paying for the same. Afterwards was served that species 
of lunch which is termed a breakfast. The new hall, 
decorated for the occasion with choice flowers, looked 
very “pretty,” and the opening ceremony was on the 
whole an undeniable success. On Mr. Pickering, Q.C., 


the treasurer, devolved the duty of receiving the Prin- ; 
cess. There were present, besides many other greater i 
and lesser celebrities, the Lord Chancellor, the Lord | 


Chamberlain, Lord Westbury, Chief Justice Bovill, the 


Master of the Temple, Mr. Lowe, Mr. Bruce, Mr. Card- | 


well, and Mr. Goschen. 


On Wednesday the Society of the Inner Temple, or 


rather as many of its members as could be accommodated 


in the new building, proceeded to celebrate its ‘“‘house- | 


warming ” in the accustomed English manner by a grand 
dinner, the party including the Prince of Wales, Prince 
Christian, the Lord Chancellor, Lord Granville, Lord Derby, 
Lord Westbury, Lord Chelmsford, the Speaker of the 
House of Commons, the Lord Chief Justice of England, 


and many of the Equity and Common Law Judges and | 


Queen’s Counsel, Mr. Lowe, Mr. Cardwell, Mr. Goschen, 
Mr. Corry, Dr. Lushington, Sir David Dundas, &c., &c. 
Owing to somebody’s mistake the invitations were issued 
for half-past five, while the dinner was not intended to 
begin till seven. The Master of the Temple said grace. 
The Treasurer (in the chair) recapitulated some of the 
curious scenes which had been enacted in the old hall. 
The party broke up soon aftereleven. A peculiar feature 
in the entertainment was that the whole company after 
dinner smoked with great solemnity in the withdrawing 
room, in compliment, probably, to the Prince of Wales, 
as inheriting the harmless penchant of his relative, the 
late Duke of Sussex. 

In addition to these festivities the Inns of Court 
volunteers contemplate a ballin Lincoln’s-inn Hall. 





THE MARRIAGE WITH DECEASED WIFE’S SISTER BILL 
was on Thursday thrown out in the House of Lords, by 
a narrow majority of 76 to 74. Believing very earnestly 
that the existing law is bad, we are sorry that its repeal 
has been thus retarded ; butin spite of the efforts of 
honest opponents of the measure, such for instance as 
the Lord Chancellor, whose opposition we respect, though 
we regard it as mistaken, we cannot but recognise that 
the time is at hand when the repeal will no longer be 
denied. We must, however, emphatically condemn the 
idea of effecting the change by a retrospective enactment. 





IN A CASE BROUGHT RECENTLY before the Court of 
Common Pleas it appeared that the learned judge of the 
Shoreditch County Court had entered a nonsuit because 
the plaintiff could not prove the service of the summons, 
although the defendant had given notice of his intention 
to defend, and attended in court with his attorney to 
proceed with the hearing. The learned county court 
judge appears to have been guided by the strict letter of 
the second section of the County Courts Act, 1867, which 
provides that a plaintiff may enter up judgment “ upon 
proof by affidavit of the service of the summons ” in cer- 
tain cuses. The section, however, goes on to say that if 
the defendant has given notice to defend, “the action 
shall be heard in the ordinary course.” These words 
appear to be conclusive on the point, as well as being in 
accordance with the general rule that a summons is pre- 
sumed to be served if the defendant appears and makes 
no objection. A doubt as to legal service is frequently 
cured by a defendant’s appearance. The county court 








judges seem to have no uniform rules as to non-suits and 
judgments for defendants. 

We annex a table in which is exhibited the proper- 
tion which nonsuits and judgments for defendant re- 
spectively bear to the totals of cases on the several circuits. 


TasLE showing the Proportion of Non-suits and Judgments 
for Defendants to Plaints issued in County Courts in 1868. 
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OUR READERS WILL BEAR IN MIND that the anniversary 
dinner of the United Law Clerks’ Association takes place 
next Friday at the Freemasons’ Hall, Great Queen-street, 
Vice-Chancellor James in the chair. 


LORD ST. LEONARDS ON THE LAND TRANSFER 
BILL AND OTHER LAW BILLS IN PARLIA- 
MENT. 

Lord Chief Justice Cockburn, in a pamphlet which 
we noticed last week, makes a very dangerous onslaught 


| on the Lord Chancellor's High Court of Justice and 
| Appellate Jurisdiction Bills, under the guise of friendly 
| criticism; but in the lately published “ observations ” of 
| Lord St. Leonards on those and other bills no such 
| mask is attempted, the observations from first to last 
breathe a tone of consistent unmitigated hostility. 


His Lordship’s observations do not perhaps add much 
that is new to the controversy upon these bills, bat 
they bring out forcibly some of the most obvious of the 
objections to them. The most important of these ob- 
jections, and that on which the noble writer dwells with 
most force and at greatest length, is the abnormal ap- 
pearance of the Chancellor of the Exchequer as a con- 
trolling power throughout all these proposed changes; 
that dread functionary being, with the single exception 
of the Lord Chancellor, the only ex officio member 
either of the proposed Board of Land Registry or of the 
body to be entrusted with making rules and orders for 
the High Court of Justice. His Lordship is particularly, 
and justly, severe upon the provisions for carrying to 
the credit of the Consolidated Fund the fees to be levied 
off lands which pass through the registry, and he points 
his objection by an apt allusion to the Act of last year, 
by which the Government laid felonious hands upon the 
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Suitors’ Fund. On this point his words require to be 
quoted in extenso: — 

“The Government measures wouid lead me to suppose that 
their object is to obtain a constant rule ever all the great 
courts of justice in land and to appropriate to the re- 
duction of the National Debt the funds accumulated by 
fees and charges, and so mixed up together as to pre- 
vent individual suitors from claiming their own. An Act 
has but just ed by which some millions of the security 
finds of the suitors in chancery have been taken by the 
Government for the reduction of the National Debt, and the 
Treasury are constituted the bankers of the suitors, and with 
power to take from time to time iv ever any surplus for the 
National Debt. It ought to have been applied to the reduc- 
tion of law taxes on suitors. The Treasury has made itself 
master of the Court of Chancery with a view of stripping the 
suitors from time to time for ever of its security funds. It 
readers reduction of law taxation hopeless, and it places the 
Government of the country in a false position. If we look 
at the bill now before us, we shall find that it is of the same 
caaracter with that which disposed of the funds of the equity 
suitors. To carry the latter into execution an Act of Par- 
liar-ent was passed after the accumulated funds amounted 
to millions. The present bill, with the same object, appears, 

efore any accumulation, to dispose by anticipation of the 
funds in like manner, and to provide also for the power of 
she Government over the Courts. One cannot fail to be sur- 


prised at finding the Chancellor of the Exchequer a promi- ; 


nent member of the Land Registry, and he is authorised to 
do any actor thing authorised to be done by the Board of 
Registration, having the like power as the Lord}Chancellor 
has under the bill. We have already seen what extensive 
aad unusual powers are given to the Board over the invest- 
ment of moneys payable under judicial sales, the fees for 
registration, and costs generally, and any rules are made 
valid if approved by the Lord Chancellor and the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer, 'Yhe fees are at once to be paid in 


cacauer’s duty will, no doubt, be to look after the funds,” 
And again— 
“The investment by the Court of the suitors’ money, 


sure mode of accumulating millions, as we have seen. The 
sum acquired by the investment of suitors’ money is treated 
33 a tund for security of the suitors’ money invested by their 
their order; it is taken, we see, by the Government to re- 
duce the National Debt. We should not steal leather to 
male poor men’s shoes. Now, if any trustee were to act as 
the Court has done, the Court itself would quickly compel 
the trustee to refund every shilling of the accumulated fund. 
The Court should no longer be allowed to place the funds 
acquired by any investment of suitors’ money to a general 
account, but every sum received from investments, whether 
rejuired to be invested by the owners or not, should be 
asparately carried to their several accounts and then justice 
would be done, Then would many a household 
which imputes its misfortunes to the Court of Chancery 
with its heavy costs rejoice and give all honour when it is 
due. On the other hand, continue the present system, now 
if is explained, and the poor widow and orphan will find 
that a portion of the money taken by the Government to 
pay the National Debt was the produce of money paid into 
court by its order, which belonged to their husbands or 
f:*aers, and which of moral right belonged to them, and 
y° . may then learn what is the real operation of your taking 
trom the poor that which rightly belongs to them. The 
mis-application of the fund injures the rich as well as the 
poor, but I must leave the former to protect themselves.” 


This is very forcible, and to a certain extent very 
just, though it is obvious that the individual suitor who 
has had his talent returned simply, because he preferred 
not to ranthe risk of investment, is not injured, and that 
the Court could not safely invest any of the cash at its 
command if it were to be answerable for all the profits, 
80 23 to have no set-off, or only the small per centage 
offered by Lord St. Leonards, against the cases of loss. 
Moreover, no such accumulation as that which has 
actually taken place would have been possible had not 
the price of the funds been steadily rising through a long 
series of years, a phenomenon which, for the future, and 
starting from present quotations, is simply impossible. 








But though-any attempt to deal with this fund as the. 
property offindividuals is obviously futile, it is not the- 
less truly the: property of “the suitors in Chancery,” and 
ought, no doubt, to be applied for their benefit as a class, 
and we quite agree with Lord St. Leonards, that the 
honour of the country demands its restoration by the 
treasury to the Court of Chancery. 

On the question of compulsory registration, to which 
we have already taken exception, Lord St. Leonards 
makes some caustic observations which we cannot do 
better than transcribe verbatim :— 

“The bill is peremptory and vindictive, but it does not 
explain what the effect of the punishment it inflicts will be. 
The deed, which is a conveyance of the fee, and carries the 
real contract into effect, is not “to pass any estate in the 
land, but shall operate only as a contract.” Operate onl 
as a contract! Why, surely the contract vests the equitab: 
fee simple in the purchaser in deéfianee of the new law! 
Observe the situation of the parties. The purchaser has 
got the estate and nobody can take it from him. He has 
not got the legal fee simple, which I presume revests in the 
seller, but he can make no use of it, and in fact might be 
ultimately compelled, if even he were unwilling, 
which he is not likely to be, once more to convey 
it to the purchaser; but this will lead to vexation, 
expense, and litigation. Here are two persons who 
stood fairly in the characters of vendor and purchaser, 
with the fee conveyed by the former to the latter, and sud-. 
denly, in order to obtain grist at the registry mill, the pur- 
chaser is divested of the legal estate in fee of which he may 
stand in need, and the seller is sure to be embarrassed by 
the naked fee simple returned to him. contrary to his con- 
tract and conveyance, and, of course, contrary to his wish. 
This provision in the bill is quite in. harmony with other 


| parts as far as it gives to the measure the character of an 
| Act for imposing additional taxes-on real estates.” 


aid of the Consolidated Fund, and the Chancellor of the Ex- | 


To this it might be added that this distinction between 


| estate and contract is one of the obstacles to the much 
| coveted fusion of law and equity which it is part of the 
| function of the other Government bills to effect, and that 


| the | the provision in question, if disregarded by courts of 
when they do not require it to be invested, is a safe and | 


equity, will at most require an occasional additional 


| application under the Trustee Act, 1850—i.e., will pro- 


duce nothing but expense ; while if enforced by those 
courts it will amount to a direct premium on fraud, not 
less objectionable than that already supplied by the 
course taken by the Court in cases where the Statute of 
Frauds is set up as a bar to an admitted contract. 

The provision making the Court of Chancery a sort of 
court of probate for registered land is also objected to by 
Lord St. Leonards, but, so far as we can see, without 
just ground : that Court, upon which the duty of admi- 
nistration is thrown, would, on the contrary, seem to us 
the natural and proper tribunal to determine the devolu- 
tion in every case, and not merely in the exceptional 
cases pointed at by the bill. We are surprised that a: 
conveyancer of such eminence and experience as Lord 
St. Leonards does not see how objectionable is the present 
system, by which it is often impossible to tell to which 
of three courts recourse ought to be had in a case of dis- 
puted succession to land, and how valuable would be a 
provision which vested all jurisdiction with respect to the 
title to and possession of land in one and the same tri- 
bunal. That, as things are at present, the Court of 
Chancery would be the most convenient tribunal to select 
for this purpose is obvious without discussion. 

On the other bills of this class now before Parliament 
Lord St. Leonards says comparatively little, and that 
little containing nothing which seems to us new, or 
newly put; but here his hostility to the proposed legis- 
lation is no less decided and undiscriminating than in 
respect of the Land Bill. He seems to us, however—with 
deference be it spoken—to have wholly misapprehended 
the scope and object of the contemplated amalgamation 
of the courts, Instead of seeing that it is intended that 
the division of labour as between the several chambers of 
the new court shall be practically as complete as that 
now existing as between independent courts, but that 
purely technical objections to the jurisdiction shall 
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henceforth be utterly futile, he persists in treating the 
bill as a bill to compel each court and individual judge 
to entertain indiscriminately all sorts of suits and pro- 
ceedings—i.c., to introduce the clauses of the Law and 
Equity Bill, 1860, for the defeat of which his Lordship 

justly takes 80 much credit to himself. But the object of 
this bill—~and of the Report of the Commissioners—is the 
very opposite of this, and the power of transfer from 
division to division proposed to be given to the High 
Court shows, we think, conclusively that no such duality 
of jurisdiction as his Lordship deprecates, and the Lord 
Chief Justice seems to desire, is intended to be conferred 
upon any division of that court. 

On the whole, while grateful to his Lordship for valua- 
ble arguments in forcible language against the objection- 
able parts of these bills, we are quite unable to concur in 
his general hostility to the proposed legislation, save 
only so far as regards the Land Transfer Bill, as to which 
we have already expressed an opinion which we have 
seen no reason whatever to change or modify. 





THE LAW OF SIMONY. 


Mr. Cross’s bill to forbid the sale of next presentations 
is an honest endeavour to strike at the root of the traffic 
in appointments to benefices. Its introducer put the 
matter very neatly when he drew a parallel between 
presentations to livings and votes for members of Parlia- 
ment. You may sell the property which qualifies its 
owner for a vote, and in so doing you sell the right to 
vote, but you are not to sell the exercise of that right 
—i.e., the vote itself. In like manner the right to pre- 
sent—that is the advowson or the next presentation—is 
saleable property, but the law forbids, or rather purports 
to forbid, the sale of the exercise of the right to pre- 
sent. The simony laws are practically an unavailing 
protest against what, to everyone’s knowledge, is con- 
stantly taking place. 

Will Mr. Cross’s bill put an end to the system ? 
order to answer this question we will first take a cur- 
sory glance at the existing law and the manner in which 
it is evaded: we shall then bein a position to judge 
what is to be expected from the measure now before 
Parliament. 

We need not attempt to trace the degrees by which 
the term “ simony ” came to possess its present significa- 
tion; certainly what Blackstone calls the true notion of 
simony, the purchasing of holy orders or permission to 
preach, is more akin to the original offence of Simon 
Magus. One thing is clear, that the canon law has been 
very much stricter than the statute law in the matter. 
Ecclesiastical censures, however, not proving sufficient, the 
81 Eliz., c. 6, defined the offence of simony, and provided 
that any simoniacal presentation should be void, and that 
the Crown might thereupon present to the benfice. Of 
this statute it was observed by De Grey, C.J., in Barrett 
v. Glubb, 2 Bl. Rep. 1052, that it did not follow all the 
wild notions of the canon law, but simply defined simony 
as a corrupt agreement to present. In addition to which 
statute the 12 Anne, c. 12, prohibited clergymen from 
buying next presentations for themselves, 

The result of the law, statutory and judicial, is that a 
purchase of anext presentation during a vacancy is simony, 
and a purchase of the advowson under the same circum- 
stances is void, guoad the next presentation. It issimony 
for any person to purchase a next presentation (and 
pro tanto as to the advowson) with an arrangement for 
procuring a vacancy. It is simony for a clergyman to 
purchase a next presentation for himself. It was doubted 
once whether it was simony to buy a next presentation, 
the incumbent being at the point of death. De Grey, 
O.J., however, in Barrett v. Glubb (sup.), felt unable to 
entertain any doubt but that this was not simony. Still, 
this opinion did not immediately obtain acceptance, and 
in For v. Bishop of Chester, 2 B. & Cr. 635, the contrary 
was ruled. That case, however, was overruled in the 
House of Lords (6 Bing. 20), Best, C.J., observing, in 


In | 
| the traffic in next presentations, and he thinks to stop 











delivering the unanimous opinion of the judges of the 
Common Pleas:— 
“Whilst the law, therefore, permits the next presentation 
of livings to be sold di the lives of the incumbents, as 
long as the incumbent is ie alive the sale is good. Tt would be 
difficult to establish a rule that should settle what degree of pro- 
bability of the approaching death of an incumbent would pre- 
vent the sale of the next avoidance of @ benefice, and more difi- 
cult to ascertain by evidence when an re ak a was within ° 
that rule.” 


The sentence which we have italicised conveys a strong 
objection to one of the clauses of Mr. Cross’s bill. 

It is perfectly well understood at large that the simony 
law is, so far as any practical prohibitory effect is con- 
cerned, a dead letter. Preferments are continually in 
the market, and are daily purchased by laymen expressly 
in order to present their friends, by clergymen expressly 
in order to present themselves, and with “ immediate pos- 
session.” In Sweet v. Meredith (10 W. R. 402, 3 Giff. 610), 
the owner of the advowson, whose son was the incumbent, 
sold it to another clergyman who wanted immediate pos- 
session; and a bargain was made that the incumbent 
should pay £5 per cent. interest on the purchase-money 
until resignation. It was contended in argument that 
this, as a penalty on non-resignation, was simoniacal, but 
Vice-Chancellor Stuart held the contrary. In practice, 
preferments are constantly sold to clergymen, who take 
covenants for large interest till a vacancy. 

There is also, of course, the oath which every clergy- 
man has to take before he is inducted into his new bene- 
fice 

Mr. Dart (V. & P. 159) says, the statute— 

‘¢Ts not found in practice to prevent purchases of entire 
advowsons by clergymen, with the view to present them- 
selves upon the next vacancies, but the terms of the Act 
and of the oath against simony generally present greater 
difficulties to the mind of the conveyancer than to that of 
the clerical casuist.” 

Mr. Cross thinks to put an end to the system by stopping 





the traflic by enacting that a presentation shall be void 
if obtained (1) by purchase in the name of the presentee 


| or anyone else, (2) by purchase of the advowson with an 
| agreement or arrangement for procuring a vacancy, or 


(3) by a purchase made when the incumbent is known 
to be “ by sickness in extreme danger of death.” Advow- 
sons settled under existing settlements are exempted 
from the operation of thea measure, as also are sales or 
presentations made bond fide by mortgagees. Now the pro- 
hibition contained in (1) and (2) of the above alternatives 
simply adds in effect nothing whatever to the terms of 
the statute of Anne. The prohibition (3) will be practi- 
cally nugatory, for the reason given by De Grey, OJ., 
in the case cited above, that in practice it is im- 
possible to apply any such test with success. Of course 
an extreme case might occur in which there could be 
no doubt, but vendors and purchasers of preferment 
must be much clumsier than they now are, if this hap- 
pened once in a hundred sales of preferment; and that 
being so, the rare operation of such a clause would pro- 
duce no abatement of the practice, though it might 
perhaps beget a little popular sympathy with the party 
who should be stupid enough to stick between the bars. 
In fine, no one at all acquainted with the law and prac- 
tice on this subject can fail to perceive that if Mr. 
Cross’s bill was added to the existing law, it would place 
scarcely a single impediment in the way of the existing 
practice. 

Having discovered that Mr. Cross’s bill will do nothing, 
we may turn to this question—what is there to be 
done? It is said that there is an unseemliness (we 
use the phrase advisedly) in the idea that a clergy- 
man should buy for himself or some one else should buy 
for him—the duty of serving God as parish priest of the 
village of Dale and the right of being paid the wage 
which man has set apart for that service. The thing 
may seem undesirable, but isit essentially so? Is not the 
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real evil the possibility that the intending parson of Dale 
may not be going to do his duty there, may not be even 
understanding, or in his heart of hearts caring, what that 
duty really is, Some one must appoint the parson, and 
it seems to us that the system of lay-patronage is better 
than any other which we could substitute for it. Then, 
how is the actual appointment to be made? We cannot 
help thinking that there need be no scandal about the 
purchase of a preferment by a clergyman, if we could be 
sure that he was a fitting man for the preferment. If 
that can be assumed, and he is willing to take the 
benefice with its stipend minus the interest of the 
purchase-money, by all means let him. 

We want to be able to think of every parish in Eng- 
land with its clergyman a good man, something, at 
least, of a scholar, and a gentleman. It is not 
necessarily a bad thing that the parson should have 
paid money directly for his position: unless by that 
means an improper man or an unsuitable man gets into 
the position. In truth that is where the shoe pinches, 
If we can ensure that the clergyman inducted to every 
living shall be the man who will do the work of a clergy- 
man in it well, it will matter very little how he came by 
the presentation. If this object can, as far as human 
means may ensure anything of such a nature, be at- 
tained by some other method, it would be well to repeal 
the simony laws in toto. A law which inevitably is 





systematically evaded, stands on record certainly as a | 
protest, but beyond this it is merely demoralising. It | 


will perhaps he said that the bribery laws are a parallel 
case. That is not so. 
in itself just, and it is, as we hope and believe the next 
twenty years may show, wot impossible to stop the act 
prohibited ; as to purchases of preferment, we are not 


As to bribery, the prohibition is | 


satisfied either that it is possible or that it is expedient | 


to prevent them. The first is a moral as well as a legal 
offence ; we cannot say the same as to the second. 


It is proverbially easier to find fault with someone | 
else’s proposal than to propose a remedy of your own. | 


We have, however, an idea upon the subject before us, 


and it is this: that the ultimate solution of the difficulty | 


will be found in the repeal of the simony laws, provid- 
ing, at the same time, some censorship and investigation 


into the efficiency of the presentee, the examining or | 


scrutinising party or body being empowered, if necessary, 
to veto the presentation, Every proposed incumbent 
might, for instance, be required to show that he had 
worked efficiently for a certain number of years asa curate 
or other clerical labourer. We are aware that it may be 
found impracticable to invent a machinery for the exer- 
cise of such a discretion; but we should like to see some 
of the clever brains which are now busied on public 
affairs setting themselves to work to try if it cannot be 
done. 


RECFNT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
SALE OF LAND By AUCTION ACT, 1867. 
Gilliatt v. Gilliatt, M.R., 18 W. R. 203. 

Section 4 of this Act recites that there was at 
ite passing a conflict between the law and equity 
courts in respect of the validity of sales by auction of 
land where a puffer had bid, though no right of bidding 
on behalf of the owner was reserved, the former holding 
ail such sales absolutely illegal, and the latter, under 
some circumstances, giving effect to them, the rule being 
unsettled even in equity. The Act then, in order to settle 
the practice, enacts by section 5 that— 

“ The particulars or eonditions of sale by auction of any 
land shal) state whether such land will be sold without re- 
serve or subject to a reserved price, or whether a right to 
bid is reserved ; if it is stated that such land will be sold 
without reserve, or to that effect, then it shall not be lawful 
for the seller to employ any person to bid at such sale, or 


| 





for the auctioneer to take knowingly any. bidding from any 
such person,” ' ‘ 

The old rule at law was that the employment of 
“puffers” invalidated the sale unless previously stipu- 
lated for (Bexwell v. Christie, Cowp. 395). There 
however, to have been a doubt whether the employment 
of a single bidder only was illegal. Lord St. Leonards, 
judging from his earlier editions, seems formerly to have 
thought that authority was in favour of the practice; in 
Thornett v. Harries (15 M. & W. 371), however, a strong 
decision, though extrajudicial, was given against it, and 
of late years it was understood that at law no bidding 
for vendor was permitted, unless stipulated for. The 
Equity Courts, on the other hand, were in favour of 
permitting the vendor a certain license in order to pre- 
vent his property from going at an undervalue. Thus, 
in Bramley v. Alt (3 Ves. 620), where the puffer bid only 
up to the vendor's reserved price, all higher biddings 
being bond fide, the purchaser was decreed to take hig 
purchase. This was followed in a similar case of Smith 
v. Clarke (12 Ves. 477). But in Mortimer v. Bell (14 
W. BR. 68, L. R. 1 Ch. 10), Lord Cranworth refused to 
carry this principle to the length of allowing ¢wo puffer 
to be employed to bid. Lord St. Leonards (V. & P. 10) 
considered it “highly desirable that the courts of law 
should adopt the equitable rule, restricted as it now is.’” 
Lord Cranworth, however, with the late Lord Justice 
Knight-Bruce and Lcrd Romilly, appear to have approved 
the common law rule. 

Certainly the common law rule affords the honester 
practice, and the late Act was intended to establish it in 
equity as well as at law. Unfortunately, however, as 
too often happens, the language of the Act is not free 
from vagueness—and thus arose the question in the 
present case. In Gilliatt v. Gilliatt the conditions of 
sale stated that it would be subject to a reserved 
price, but were silent as to bidding. A puffer was em- 
ploy:d who made several bids, the last being the 
bid immediately preceding the final bidding of the 
purchaser, who bought at the reserved price. The 
Master of the Rolls held him to his purchase ; and 
the effect of the decision is, that in order to legalise the 
employment of a puffer, the conditions must state the 
reservation of a right to bid, as we/l as the fact of there 
being a reserved price. Certainly the employment of 
the word ‘‘or” in section 5 was extremely ambiguous; 
but, having regard to the object of the Act, as evidenced 
by the whole of its provisions, his Lordship ruled that its 
requirements were cumulative. 

There may be a possible doubt as to the meaning of 
section 6. That section enacts that— 

‘* Where any sale by auction is declared, either in the 
particulars or conditions of sale, to be subject toa right for 
the seller to bid, it shall be lawful for the seller, or any one 
person on his behalf, to bid at such auction in such manner 
as he may think proper.”’ 

Clearly, a vendor might under the old law have sti- 
pulated for liberty to employ more than one puffer, but 
section 6 contemplates the employment of one only, The 
case is not very likely to occur, but if conditions of sale 
should stipulate for leave to the vendor and his agents 
to bid, or by some other phrase make it clear that the 
plural number was intended, a question might arise as 
to the legality of the practice. The Act certainly does 
not in terms forbid it, though it is evidently opposed to 
the general scope of section 6. 





MORTGAGE OF A CALL ABOUT TO BE MADE—Morreaaer 
OF ALL Futur CALLs. 
Re Sankey Brook Company, V.0.J., 18 W. R. 427. 
The uncalled capital of a company may be said to exist 
potentially, but has no actual existence unless in the 
pockets of the shareholders. The power of the directors 
to make calls is in no sense property. A call when 


made is a debt due to the company making it, and is 
thus a part of their property, an equitable asset. 


This 
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was the ratio decidendi in the leading case of King v. 
Marshall (12 W. R. 971), where debentures issued by a 
company which was incorporated under the Act of 1856, 
and expressed to be a charge upon all the estate of the 
company, and all their undertaking, were held not to 
extend to calls in arrear or capital not called up. In 
He parte Stanley (12 W. R. 894), where the directors of 
@ company were empowered to borrow on the security of 
the funds and property of the company, the Court of ap- 
peal decided that upon the true construction of the deed 
of settlement, the subscribed capital not paid up did not 
constitute “ funds and property of the company ” within 
the meaning of the deed; such a construction being, in 
the opinion of the Court, inconsistent with the further 
exercise by the directors of their discretion on the ques- 
tion whether calls ought or ought not to be made. 
Future calls, therefore, can not be assigned by way of 
mortgage, not only because the subject is non-existent, 
but also because the assignment, if capable of being 
made, would divest the directors of their discretion as to 
the making of calls, Arrears of a call may be lawfully 
assigned. So, too, may the proceeds of a call made but 
not payable, because a call is due, ard is therefore an 
asset of thecompany from the time when it is made, 
though a future day for payment may be fixed out of 
consideration for those who are to pay it, and as limit- 


ing a time within which actions for recovery of the | 


calls may not be commenced. Re Sankey Brook Com- 
pany adds this point, that a debt may be lawfully con- 
tracted on the security of a particular call to be made 
forthwith. The undertaking by the directors to make 
that call was of the essence of this case, and the principle 
that future calls generally may not be lawfully pledged, 
appears to us to be in no way impeached by this deci- 
sion. 

MARRIED WoMAN’S SEPARATE PROPERTY IN HUSBAND'S 

REPUTED OWNERSHIP. 
Ashton v. Blackshaw, V.C.M., 18 W. R. 307. 

The policy of the Bills of Sale Registration Act (17 & 
18 Vict. c. 36) is to render necessary registration in every 
case where the giver of the bill of sale continues in ap- 
parent possession of the goods comprised in the schedule. 
In Ashton v. Blackshaw a man, for valuable considera- 
tion, assigned his furniture to a third person in trust for 
his wife. The furniture was not delivered to the trustee, 
but continued in the joint possession of the husband and 
wife, or more correctly speaking, in the apparent posses- 
sion of the husband, until he was adjudicated bankrupt. 
The assignee in bankruptcy claimed the furniture com- 
prised in the bill of sale, which had never been regis- 
tered, under the order and disposition clause, and the 
Court held that, owing to the omission to register the 
bill of sale, the claim must be sustained. Post-nuptial 
settlements, it will be remembered, are not within the 
exception of marriage settlements provided by section 7 
of the Act, and require to be registered, where the sub- 
ject-matter is that to which the Act applies (Fvmler v. 
Foster, 5 Jur. N.S. 99). The statute does not narrow 
the application of the doctrine of reputed ownership 
(Stansfield v. Cubitt, 6 W. R. 320). The husband was 
still in apparent possession of the furniture —i.c., there 
was nothing to show the assignee that the property was 
not still going along with the possession. If registered, 
the bill of sale would have been good against the assignee 
in bankruptcy; but as it was not registered it was void 
according to the Act. 





COMMON LAW. 
EXECUTOR DE SON TORT—AGENT—PROBATE. 
Sykes v. Sykes, C.P., 18 W.R. 551. 

‘The meaning of the expression “ executor de son tort,’ 
and the liability to be treated as an executor de son tort, 
were a good deal discussed in this case. The point de- 
cided was, that the agent of an executor named in a 
will cannot be treate! as an executor de son tort merely 





beeause he deals as such agent with the goods of the 
deceased before the will is proved. 

An executor de son tort is defined to be, “one whv 
takes upon himself the office of executor by intrusion, 
not being so constituted by the deceased, nor, for want of 
such constitution, substituted by the Ecclesiastical Court 
to administer” (Williams on Executors, 6th ed. vol 1, 
p. 247 n.). One who thus becomes executor de son tort 
is liable to be sued as if a regularly appointed executor 
by creditors or legatees of the deceased. He is not, how- 
ever, if he plead properly, liable beyond the extent of 
the assets received, but to that extent he is liable. An 
executor de son tort is a wrongdoer. By dealing with 

goods which do not belong to him he becomes a trespasser, 
| and may be held liable for such trespasses at the suit of 
the rightful executor who afterwards proves the will. 
Until the will is proved there is no one who can sue him 
; for such trespass, and he is therefore held liable to cre- 
ditors and legatees as if he were an executor. When the 
will is proved or administration granted, and some one 
not being the execator or administrator) then inter- 
; meddles with the goods, this does not (with perhaps the 
| exception of the case where he claims the goods as ex- 
| ecutor) make him an executor de son tort, because there is 
another personal representative of right against whom 
| creditors can bring their actions. 
/ Not only may a stranger who intermeddles without 
; authority with the goods of a testator be treated in some 
| respects as if he was a duly appointed executor, but an 
| executor duly named in a will who deals with a testator’s 
| goods before probate may also be treated as if he had ob- 
| tained probate; that is, he may be sued az executor for 
| the debts of the deceased. In one case (Webster v. 
| Webster, 10 Ves. 93) it was said that such an executor 
; Was an executor de son tort. In another case (Sharland 
v. Mildon, 5 Hare, 469, 15 U. J. Ch. 434) it was held 
| that the agent of atestator’s widow might be sued asan 
| executor de son tort after he had, as such agent, inter- 
meddled with the testator’s goods; but it does not clearly 
| appear from the reports of that case whether or not the 
| widow was appointed executrix. The point in issue in 
Sykes v. Sykes was whether an agent of a rightful exe- 
cutor may be treated before probate as an executor de 
son tort if he deal with the testator’s goods. The argu- 
ment in favour of the affirmative of this proposition was 
chiefly based on these two cases. 

The decision in Sykes v. Sykes is, thata duly appointed 
executor who has not proved the will may indeed be sued 
as executor if he intermeddles with the property of the 
deceased, because, in the words of M. Smith, J., “he is 
estopped from denying that he is executor, and I should 
say that a more proper term to use than executor de sen 
tort in that case would be executor by estoppel.”’ Such 
an executor cannot, however, be an executor de son tert 
in the sense in which that expression is applied to 
strangers who intermeddle, because an executor is enti- 
tled before probate to do almost any act incident to his 
office. The probate is evidence of his title, but not its 
source, which is the appointment by the testator. It is 
clear therefore that executor by estoppel is a far more 
accurate description in such a case than executor de sen 
tort. It follows from this principle that as a duly 
appointed executor does not become a wrongdoer by 
intermeddling with the testator’s goods, his agent in 
dealing with the goods cannot be a wrongdoer, aud this 
was the actual point in dispute in Sykes v. Sykes, 

The decision in Sykes v. Sykes shows that the expres- 
sion in Webster v. Webster, that an executor inter- 
meddling before probate is an executor de sen tort, is not 
strictly accurate; and further, that if the widow ia 
Sharland v. Mildon was executrix, that that decision will 
not be followed. If she was not exeoutrix, Sydes v. Syhes 
is quite consistent with Shariand v. Mildon. 

We believe that as a matter of fact it was ascertained 
that in Sharland v. Milden the widow was not the exe- 
outrix, therefore there is no real conflict between the two 








decisions, 
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REVIEWS. 


Essays on the Form of the Law. By Tuomas Erskine 
Hoxuanp, M.A., Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford, and 
of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. London: Butter- 
wi 


On the theoretical imperfection of the mode in which 
statute law in this country is promulgated, it is hardly ne- 
cessary for us to enlarge. To suggest some radical changes 
in this respect is the object of Mr. Holland’s work. The 
work is divided into two parts: the first part having reference 
to the law generally, and the second part dealing spe- 
cially with the statutes. The views which the writer 
advocates are summarised in pp. 4—6. The principal 
of these are as follows:—That the amendment of the 
orm of the law of England is a more pressing necessity 
than that of the matter ; that the formal amendment should 
be conducted independently of material changes; that the 
end to be aimed at is a code which should contain but one 

of law, so that no attempt should be made in a code 
of the law of England to exhibit incongruous laws which 
prevail in other portions of the British Empire; that 
when the code, or (as a step towards it) the digest, is com- 
pleted, all subsequent legislation should have reference to 
some specific title of the code or digest. 

Before proceeding to consider Mr. Holland’s method for 
the classification of the statutes, we may observe that he 
adopts Blackstone’s and not Austin’s notion of a law 
proper. According to Austin, it is the office of Zaws to en- 
join acts or forbearances of a class, as opposed to acts deter- 
mined specifically. According to Blackstone, it is the office of 
laws to oblige generally the members of a given community, 
and not particular persons determined individually. 

From the series of English statutes Mr. Holland would 
reject (1) statutes which have no reference to England ; (2) 
statutes which merely keep in motion the machinery of 
Government ; (3) statutes which affect only certain locali- 
ties or certain individuals in England (pp. 108—110); the 
two last of these classes being excluded from the “ public 
general” Acts altogether (p. 146). The “public general” 
Acts should, according to Mr. Holland (p. 147) be split up 
into four separately numbered series—(1) English; (2) 
Seotch ; (3) Irish; (4) those relating to the Colonies or 
India. And Mr, Holland says (p. 173) in answer to our 
remarks last year upon this subject,—“ You suggest that, 
mpon my principles, the English statutes should again be 
broken up into a ‘common law’ and ‘ equity’ series. But 
surely, because I wish to subdivide, I am not obliged to 
subdivide ad infinitum. If equity and common law were 
distinct bodies of law, I would certainly propose to have a 
body of equitable and common law statutes; but, fortu- 
nately, we are not quite in such evil case as this. This ob- 
jection, if it is seriously urged, is, however, answered by 
what I say as to digesting the body of statute law as soon 
= - have ascertained what laws they are which we wish 

igest.” 

We are not sure that Mr. Holland has quite understood 
us. We did not, of course, mean to imply that one sub- 
division necessarily implies another ; but what we meant 
was this, that whatever subdivision you propose to adopt, 
you must show its reasonableness and convenience. Until 
you have done this, one kind of subdivision stands on the 
same footing as another. The question then arises, is it, on 
the whole, convenient or otherwise that the English law 
should be dealt with separately from the law of Scotland or 
that of any other portion of the empire? Mr. Holland’s 
answer would be in the affirmative, on the ground that the 
English legal system is a distinct legal system in itself. 
But we are not at all disposed to admit that the English 
pe is, in all respects, a distinct legal system in iteelf. 

some subjects the law is the same for the whole of the 
, treason; trade and commerce (19 & 


joint stock companies (25 & 26 Vict. ¢. 


United Kingdom, ¢., 
2 Vict, c. 97) . ae 
$9). And this class of subjects is likely rather to be ex- 


tended than narrowed by future legislation. For instance, 
the commissioners appointed to inquire into the law of 
marriage have recommended a uniform marriage law for the 
whole of the United Kingdom. According to the present 
i legislative = i having reference to the 
ingdom simply appear once in the 

; according to Mr. Holland’s plan, 

they would be repeated three times over, and thus, yro tanto, 
aggravate the prolizity of the entire statute book. In de- 





eiding, then, upon the proper arrangement of th¢ law, it ig 
of course impossible to lose sight of the matter the law; 
and, as a corollary, it is impossible to settle the proper form 
which the law should assume, independently of the material 
changes which may have been effected, or may be in pros- 
pect. But, assuming that the English and Scottish systems 
were wholly distinct, we are not prepared to admit 
that a complete separation of the laws applicable to either 
country would be desirable. ‘To the student of comparative 
jurisprudence such a separation would bea distinct loss. But 
then it is said that the English lawyer would be thereby en- 
abled to disencumber himself of a mass of legislative matter 
with which he would, in practice, have nothing todo. But 
to this it may be answered (1) that the convenience of the 
English lawyer may be met by a proper arrangement of the 
Statutes under the direction of the Council for Law Re- 
porting. Editions of the Statutes are published every year 
under the sanction of that council, for the convenience of 
English lawyers ; assuming, therefore, the arrangement 
suggested by Mr. Holland to be the most convenient for 
English lawyers, it is for the Council of Law Reporting 
and not for the Legislature to carry it into effect. Thus, 
in the reports of the appeal cases before the House of Lords, 
English and Irish cases are published separately from Scotch 
and divorce cases, because it is conceived that the division 
in question is most likely to render the reports useful tothe 
profession. But (2), even as regards English lawyers, 
questions of Scotch law do sometimes come before the 
courts in England. In the case, for instance, of Dutton v. 
Halley, in the Queen’s Bench, reported 2 B. & S. 748, 
the question was as to the construction of a clause in 
the Scotch Bankruptcy Act of 1856. It may be said 
that such cases are exceptions, and therefore no objec- 
tion to the general scheme proposed. But we think that 
such an argument, if admitted, would apply in a similar 
way to the illustrations given by Mr. Holland of the incon- 
veniences of the existing system (pp. 153—158). 

What we have said with regard to Scotland applies @ 
fortiori to the case of Ireland, seeing that the legal system 
of Ireland has far more in common with England than has 
that ef Scotland. 

We have thought it best to dwell principally upon the 
point (and a very important one it is) upon which we are at 
issue with Mr. Holland. It must not, however, be inferred 
that we do not, in general, concur with the scheme he pro- 
poses. It would be necessary to observe great caution 
in carrying it out. Space forbids us to add more, 
ex cept to acknowledge the great ability displayed by Mr. 
Holland in dealing with his subject, and the admirably clear 
la nguage in which his book is written. 








COURTS. 


COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Livcoun’s-Inn-F1eLbs. 
(Before the Cuizr Jupes.) 
May 9.—Re Wooller. 


Bankruptey Act, 1869, ss. 125 and 126 (cl. 6)—Third special 
meeting of creditors. 


Reed applied that the Court would give directions to the 
registrar to send notices of the holding of a third special 
meeting of creditors under the petition filed by the debtor, 
in order to confirm a resolution which had previously been 
passed by creditors assembled at a second meeting. 

It appeared that at the first meeting of creditors a resolu- 
tion was passed to accept a composition of five shillings in 
the pound. At the second meeting, instead of confirming 
that resolution, the creditors passed an extraordinary re- 
solution to accept seven shillings and sixpence in the pound ; 
and the question arose whether, under the 126th section, 
the creditors had power to pass an extraordinary resolu- 
tion instead of confirming the ono originally passed. It 
was contended that clause 6 of that section contemplated 
the addition to or variance of any resolution previously 

assed, but that did not appear to be provided for by the 
b82nd rule, and that all ee costes could do was to 
confirm the original resolution. 

The Curey Jupoe was of opinion that the creditors were 
entitled at the second meeting to pass the extraordinary 
resolution referred to, and di the rogistrar to give 

of another meeting at which to confirm it. 

Bolicitor, Jennings. 
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May 10,—Re Rose. 
Solicitor’ s bill of costs. 

The debtor in September, 1869, registered a deed of as- 
signment for the benefit of creditors. It appeared that 
previously to the registration of the deed, Mr. Woodard, 
solicitor, had acted professionally for the debtor, but his 
bill of costs had not been delivered, and the debtor esti- 
mated the amount at £20 as security for his claim. Mr. 
Woodard held several documents and papers belonging to 
the debtor. The trustees under the deed soon after their 


appointment called upon Mr. Woodard to deliver his bill 


of costs in order that they might satisfy the amount of it, 
and obtain the documents in his possession belonging to the 
debtor, but Mr. Woodard did not accede to this requisition. 
Thereupon summonses were issued for the examination of 
Mr. Woodard, and at the last examination, an order was 
made by the registrar requiring Mr. Woodard to show 
cause before him why he should not deliver to the said trustees 
hissaid bill of costs, and pay the costs of and occasioned by the 
several applications therein. 

Mr. Woodard now appeared in person to show cause. He 
contended that the proper course for the trustees to adopt 
was to take out a summons at judges’ chambers, and that 
= Court had no jurisdiction to compel him to deliver his 


Brough, for the trustees. 

The Cuter Jupce said that the duty of Mr. Woodard as 
a solicitor of the court was very plain; he was bound to 
deliver his bill of costs, and he must do so within ten days. 
The question of costs would be reserved. 

Solicitors for the trustees, Duffield & Bruty. 


(Before the Hon. W. C. Sprine-Ricz, Registrar.) 
May 17.—Re Dedman. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, ss. 17 & 28—First meeting of creditors 
—Composition. 

Mr. J. 8, Salaman, solicitor for the petitioning creditor 
and a large majority of the trade creditors, applied, under 
the 28th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, that the regis- 
trar might be directed to summon a special meeting of credi- 
tors to consider a proposal made by the bankrupt. 

It seemed that the adjudication had been obtained some 
‘few days ago on the petition of creditors. The bankrupt 
had sinee offered a composition, which the creditors were 
willing to accept, but, inasmuch as the first meeting of 
creditors had not Me taken place, a doubt had arisen whether 
the proposal could be carried out before the appointment of 
a trustee. In support of the application it was contended 
that the registrar had power to hold the meeting without 
any unnecessary delay, and reference was made to section 
17, which defined the word “ trustee” to mean the trustee 
for the time being, including the “ registrar” acting in the 
bankruptcy. 

The Recistrar said it was impossible that anything 
could be done until after the appointment of a trustee, but, 
in order that no unnecessary delay should take place, notice 
might be given that at the meeting a special resolution 
would be submitted to the creditors. It was requisite, how- 
ever, that an affidavit should be filed setting forth the 
grounds of the application, and the circumstances under 
which it was made. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
LampetH, 
(Before R. J. Cust, Esq., Deputy Judge. | 
April 12.—Evans v. Proom. 
Deoor and Lessee—Dilapidations—Rxpiration of Term— 
Right to sue. 
The facts of this case will be gathered from the follow- 


a — 
. Ovet.—This action is brought to recover damages for 
breach of an agreement, not under seal, dated October 12, 
1866, whereby, in consideration of £50, the plaintiff 
to let to the defendant a house in the parish of St. Mary 
Newington from the 14th June, 1867, for two years at a 
Peppercorn rent, and the defendant agreed “to repair the 
es as often as occasion should require and to yield up 
e same in good reprir at the end or other sooner determina- 
tion of the said term.” ‘The defendant entered into possession 
and remained until the 14th June, 1869, when the premises 
were shown to be in a very dilapidated condition. It how- 
ever, appeared incidentally, on eross-examination of the 





plaintiff's witnesses, that the premises were not given up to 
the plaintiff, but, by her consent, to the governors and 
guardians of the poor of the parish as the olders, and it 
was not denied that the governors were the real plaintiffs. 
The defendant contended that the plaintiff had ceased 
to have any interest in the premises, and that she was not 
liable to the present owners in regard to the non-repairs, 
and that the plaintiff having suffered no loss could recover 
no damages. 

I think these objections are not an answer to the action. 
There is no evidence to show that the interest of the plain- 
tiff was not subsisting when the defendant’s term expired. 
The defendant, as lessee, cannot dispute the title of his 
lessor, and there is no evidence inconsistent with the con- 
tinuance of the plaintiff’s interest subsequent to the expira- 
tion of the lease. The defendant never attorned to, or paid 
rent to anyone but the plaintiff. That he gave 
possession to the present owners is quite consistent with the 
existence of an agreement between them and the plaintiff, 
having reference to some subsequent arrangement. Even if 
the plaintiff’s interest had determined during the defendant's 
term, that would not have affected the question. Such a deter- 
mination must have occurred in one of two ways—either by the 
cessation of the plaintiff's interest in toto, as in the case of a 
limited interest, or by its transfer to another party. Clow v. 
Brogden (2 Man. & Gr. 39) decides that the cessation of a 
lessee’s interest by the forfeiture of his term, cannot be 
pleaded to an action by the lessor for dilapidations, and 
Bickford v. Parsons, (9 C. B. 920), which was relied on fer 
the plaintiff, shows that where the lease is not under seal, 
and consequently the right to sue does not pass to the as- 
signee under the statute 3 Hen. 8, c. 34, that right remains 
in the lessor and may be exercised for his own benefit. It 
is immaterial to the defendant who reaps the benefit of the 
agreement provided he is liable only to one person. He is 
not concerned to inquire into the title of his lessor, 
nor is he damnified if at the end of the tenancy he 
is directed by his lessor to give up possession to a 


| stranger. The suggestion that the action is brought 
‘ for the benefit of the present owners, although not 








in their names, is not material to the issue. ‘The only ques- 
tion on this part of the case is whether the defendant is 
liable to the present plaintiff. Iam of opinion that he 1s. 

The remaining question is the amount of damages. There 
was no evidence as to the condition of the premises at the 
eommencement of the defendant’s term, but it must 
be presumed that they were tenantable from the fact of his 
entering into the agreement to keep and yield them up in 
repair, and even if it could be shown that this was not the 
case, the defendant would not be relieved from his liability; 
for, as Baron Parke observed in Payne v. Haine (16 M. & 
W. 545), “the lessee could not keep and yield them up in 
good repair without first putting them inte it.” ‘The 
amount claimed by the plaintiff is shown to be a fair esti- 
mate, and there will be judgment for the p aintiff for that 
amount. 

Counsel for the plaintiff, Hance ; for the detendant, Cestis. 

Attorneys for the plaintiff, F.¢ E. Cheste 

Attorneys for the defendant, W. F. Wailis 


LAMBETE. 
(‘Before J. Prrr Taytor, Esg., Judge.) 
May 17.—Dover v. Reed. 

A novel point of county court practice was raised in this 
case. The action was in replevin, and it appeared that the 
defendant had seized the goods of the plaintit’ for rent, and 
the plaintiff, with two other persons, registered a bond at 
the county court as security that he should bring his action 
against the defendant within a month,and prosecute such 
action with “diligence and effect.” The action was duly 
brought; but on the day of hearing the plaintiff's soliciter 
appeared and said, his client and witnesses not having 
arrived, he could not get on. After standing over some 
time for the appearance of the plaintiff, who did not arrive, 
the cause was struck out, and the defendant was allowed his 
costs. 


Mr, Ody be ere. to have the cause restored, or te have 
a rule nist calling upon the defendant to show cause why it 
should not be restored, and a day fixed for hearing. 
_ Mr. Prrr Tayror pointed out that a new summons might 
issue. 

Mr. Ody said that would not meet the casa The 
plaintiff, with his co-bondmen, had forfeited $50, the amount 
of the bond, if the original summons could not be heard ; 
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because the month allowed for bringing the action had ex- 
pired, and, in fact, the defendant had already commenced an 
action on the bond in one of the superior courts, 

Mr. Prrr Tayxor said, as far as he could learn, the point 
was withont precedent, and he must decline to give an 
opinion off-hand. He, however, granted a rule nisi calling on 
the other side to show cause why a day should not be fixed 
for hearing the original summons, and thus save the plaintiff 
from having to issue a new summons, as well as save him 
and his eo-bondmen from liability under the bond, If the 
plaintiff had a good case it was rather hard that he should 
be mulcted in £30 through having mistaken the day of hear- 
ing. It was quite elear he would be so mulcted if the case 
could not be restored. 

The 31st of May was then fixed for arguing the rule. 








APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. James Epwarp Davis, barrister-at-law, and stipen- 
diary magistrate of the Potteries district, has been appointed 
first Stipendiary Magistrate of Sheffield, the salary of which 
office has been fixed by the Town Council of that borough 
at £1,000 per annum. Mr. Davis was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in November, 1842, shortly after which 
he joined the Oxford Circuit, attending also the Shropshire 
and Staffordshire Sessions. During this period he often 
acted as Deputy Judge of the Warwickshire County Court. 
He is the author of a very good work on County Court 
Practice, and had been stipendiary magistrate of the Potteries 
district since June, 1864. 


Mr. Tuomas Laxton, solicitor. of Stamford, Lincolnshire, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Stamford Board of 
Guardians, in succession to the late Mr. Alderman Clapton. 


Mr. James F. Noxan has been appointed by the Colonial 
‘sovernment to the office of Judge of the County Court, 
Melbourne. Mr. Nolan was called to the Irish Bar in 
Easter Term, 1856, and shortly after commenced practice 
at the Melbourne Bar. 


Mr. Cuarites SANDERSON, solicitor, has been appointed 
Registrar of the Archdeaconry of Calcutta, from April 16, 
in succession to Mr. H. R. Delves Broughton, barrister-at- 
law, who resigned on being appointed Administrator- 
General of Bengal. Mr. Sanderson was admitted at 
Westminster in Hilary Term, 1851, and is a member of 
the firm of Berners, Sanderson & Upton, solicitors, Calcutta. 


Mr. Wirti1am Joun Stane. Foster, solicitor, of Wells, 
Somersetshire, and Town Clerk of that borough, has been 
appointed Registrar of the Wells County Court, in the 
place of Mr. Edwin Lovell, resigned. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


A GRIEVANCE. 

Sir,—When lawyers in either branch of the profession 
think it consistent with their dignity and duty to write to 
the public papers respecting cases in which they have been 
concerned, they ought, at least, to take care that they do 
not allow their private feelings to distort or colour, even un- 
consciously, their account of thefacts of which they think it 
right to complain. My attention has been called to the fol- 
lowing paragraph, which appeared in the Pall Mall Gazette 
a few days ago: - 

_ “One of the points which Chief Justice Cockburn emphasises 
in his letter to the Lord Chancellor on law reform is that some 
limit should be put upon the right of appeal to a series of 
courte and especially to the House of Lords. The unanimity of 
the judges in the court below ought, he thinks, to be a bar to 
carrying the suit to the supreme tribunal. The necessity for 
some rule of this kind is strongly illustrated in a case which 
‘ A Barrister’ describes in 4 letter to the Times. Three years 
ago he was counsel for the plaintiff in an action for false im- 
prisonment brought by a —_ man against a rich man, 4 is- 
trate and a barrister. ‘he plaintiff had a verdict for £100. 
The defendant moved for a new trial; rule refused. He 
ay to the Exchequer Chamber ; j ent for the plaintiff. 

defendant ther. took the case to the House of Lords, when 
the decisions of the Exchequer Chamber, the Court of Ex- 
chequer, and the Lord Chief on, who tried the cause, were 
overraled by the Lord Chancellor, two ex-Chancellors, and a 
Seotch judge. conte were enormous.” 


J have referred to the letter in question and find that it 





is fairly represented by the Pali Mali Gazette. Now, the 
obvious inference from the notice, which is made even 
stronger by the terms of the letter itself, is that the 
unanimous opinion of the Exchequer Chamber, the Court 
of Exchequer, and the Lord Chief Baron (7.e., ractically 
of the whole Common Law Bench) was poscnss by three 
equity lawyers and a Scotch judge. If this be not meant 
the letter is mere peevish complaint, and the writer in the 
Pail Mall Gazette has been betrayed into an absurdity, for 
as Lord Chief Justice Cockburn’s observation only applies 
to a case where the Court below was unanimous, the case 
in question is not in point if that Court was divided in 
opinion. 

Now the case referred to by “A Barrister” (1 pur- 
posely refrain from giving his name) is quite obviously 
Perryman the Younger v. Lister, and your readers will per- 
haps be astonished to learn that the Court of Exchequer 
was egtially divided on the point, Bramwell and Pigott, BB., 
being for the defendant (who ultimately succeeded in the 
Lords) and Kelly, C.B., supporting Ais own ruling at Nisi 
Prius, with the assistance of Channell, B. The Court of 
Exchequer Chamber pronounced a unanimous judgment, 
but it was known to be the result of a compromise, and 
that in fact, on the point ultimately decided (which the 
Exchequer Chamber refused to decide), the judges present 
were as two to three. Further, “ A Barrister” must have 
known that when an application to extend the time for giving 
notice of oo tothe Lords was made in chambers, Willes, 
J., expressed his willingness to do anything in his power to 
enable the defendant to get rid of ‘‘so monstrous a deci- 
sion.” Lastly, why was it not disclosed that one of the 
law lords (who were unanimous in favour of the appellant) 
was Lord Chelmsford, who cannot be supposed to bea 
mere equity lawyer? Had the whole truth been told it would 
have appeared that the unanimous decision of Lords 
Hatherley, Chelmsford, Westbury and Colonsay was in ac- 
cordance with the views expressed by Willes, Byles, and 
(I believe) Lush, JJ., and Bramwell and Pigott, BB., 
in opposition to those of Kelly, C.B., Channell, B., and 
Blackburn, Keating, and M. Smith, JJ. That being «o, 
I think no one will be likely to believe that ‘‘A Bar- 
rister’s”’ client has any real reason to complain of the re- 
sult of his action. A. E. MILier. 





REPAIRING FENCES. 

Sir,—Can any of your readers refer me to a case bearing 
on the following: — 

A. occupies a piece of land, the property of C., as a gar- 
den, separated from a highway by a small field belonging 
to and occupied by B.; the hedges next the highway an 
also next A.’s garden belong to B. Owing to these hedges 
being out of repair cattle stray off the highway over B.’s 
land on to A.’s garden in the night, and are removed before 
A. is aware of the damage. Can A. recover against B. for 
the damage ? T. B. 


ANIMALS. 

Will any reader be so kind as to refer me to any cases 

upon the question of the lawfulness or unlawfulness of A. 

killing an animal the property of B.—for instance, a cat, the 
cat at the time being found destroying the fowls . A. , 
. ALJ. 


Bankruptcy Act, 1861—Jupoment Crepiror—Costs. 


I shall be obliged by an answer to the following from one 

of your correspondents :-— 
an a judgment creditor include in his claim against 

the estate of his debtor, the costs of an execution rendered 
abortive by the debtor having executed an assignment 
under the Bankruptcy Act of 1861, which was registered 
whilst the sheriff was in possession? The deed was exeeuted 
after service of the writ, but before judgment signed. 

On interpleader the sheriff was ordered to withdraw, the 
deed having been registered. 

A Country Sunscriper. 





Tirtz to Property Heip ror Rexiciovs on EpucationaL 
Purposes. 
Sir,—Wil) one of your readers kindly give me his opinion 
on the following :— 
By 13 & 14 Vict. c. 28, property conveyed for religious 
or edueational purposes is to vest in successors, without con- 
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veyance, by the adoption of the memorandum of the choice 
Bae appointment of new trustees mentioned in the schedule. 
‘The Act directs the appointment of new trustees to be made 
to appear by deed. 

Ought the memorandum to bear a 34s. deed stamp, or 
would the statute be satisfied by the memorandum being 
‘written on plain paper under the hand and seal of the chair- 
man? 

* And is enrolment necessary ? 
A Country SuBscRIBER. 





Sir,—May I, at the risk of again exposing my ignorance 
of the value of time, reply briefly to ‘‘ A Solicitor’s”’ last 
letter? I regret that he should look upon my “ very simple 
remedy ” as being worse than the disease. At the same 
time he must be aware that it is one which not a few of his 
professional brethren have adopted and have found to be 
attended with most beneficial results. His antipathy to 
compulsory dinners I can understand, but confess my in- 
ability to follow him when he argues that because, during 
the term of probation he would not be permitted to practise 
as an attorney, he must necessarily waste the three years in 
“ disgraceful sloth.” 

That, however, is not the issue here. My excuse for tres- 
passing on your space is that “ A Solicitor’’ has failed, in my 
opinion, to see the real point of Scott v. Stansfeld, which he 
is good enough to admit “ must be held to be the law until 
revised.’ The principle which underlies the decision of the 
judges in that case and which was explicitly recognised in 
their language, is neither novel nor “ contrary to the spirit 
of the English law.” ‘he mischievous consequences that 
would inevitably result if a judge of a court of record were 


matters judicially before him and in discharge of his func- 


tenance of judicial independence, could have held otherwise 
than they did. If“ A Solicitor” will refer to the case again, 
I think he will admit that it does “ apply to attorneys hav- 
ing the conduct of a cause’ just as much as to the parties 
themselves. But,as Baron Channell took occasion to observe 
at the time, it does not follow that a county court judge can 
so misconduct himself with impunity. ‘The remedy lies, not 
in an action for slander, but in an appeal to the Lord Chan- 
eellor, who has the power to remove from his office a judge 
by whom that office is abused. 

When it is found that such an appeal is made in vain, the 
interference of the Legislature may be necessary. 

A BarRIsTEr. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

May 13.—Hawkers and Pedlars.—The Earl of Airlie 
asked if the Government would introduce a measure for 
the better regulation of the trade of travelling hawkers 
and pedlars. There was a strong primé facie case against 
a tax which pressed with great severity on a class mostly 
oor, and whose customers also were mostly poor. <A 

cence was no guarantee for the respectability of its holder ; 
indeed, the _—_ system tended rather to hinder the 
operations of the police, for an apparently suspicious 
racter had only to produce a licence, and the policeman 
could say nothing more to him. ‘There was urgent 
necessity for some supervision over this class. A sys- 
tem of istration would much more effectually check 
existing evily. and would possibly in time introduce « much 
more respectiible class of men.—The Earl of Morley said 
the Government were fully sensible of the necessity, in the 
event of the Chancellor of the Exchequer's proposal bei 
carried out, of introducing new regulations, and a bi 
would, in all probability, be brought in this session. 

The Ecclesiastical Patronage Transfer Bill was read a 
third time and passed. 

May 16.—The Compulsory Education Bill, by 
Stratheden, was read a first time. : 

The Ritual Commission Report.—In reply to Earl Russell, 
Karl Granville said this report would soon be ready. 

Churchwardens’ Liabilities.—A ill by the Marquis of 
Salisbury to relieve churchwardons of their liability for 
certain charges formerly defrayed out of church-rates, 
was read a first time. 


Lord 





May 17.—The Sequestration Bill-The Bishop of Win- 
chester moved the second reading. Benefices were endow- 
ments charged with important spiritual duties, and the en- 
dowments were not the private property of the incumbent, 
but a trust held upon the continual discharge of those 
duties. It was not right that a temporary holder, if through 
his own carelessness he became unable to disc them, 
should be able to divert the endowment from the parish, 
and thus prevent the appointment of a worthier successor. 
That a clergyman should be able to run in debt, giving his 
creditors the security of the endowment which belonged to 
the parish, was so utterly wrong in theory that it demanded 
an immediate and stringent remedy. The bill proposed 
that any clergyman who should become bankrupt, and be 
unable to obtain a certificate from the Bankruptcy Court, 
should, at the discretion of the bishop or archbishop, forfeit 
his benefice. And it was proposed, as had been done in all 
bills of this kind, to give discretionary power as to the 
time and mode of enforcing such deprivation to the bishop, 
with an appeal to the archbishop of the province ; for there 
might be cases of unfurscen misfortune, in which the in- 
cumbent ought to have time to recover himself. The Marquis 
of Harrowby had brought in another bill on the same subject, 
which, it seemed to him, would actually increase the evil of 
sequestrations, and not one of its chief provisions would be 
workable. It provided that a clergyman who should not 
within a certain time pay his debts should be deemed to have 
committed an act of bankruptcy, whereas his bill proposed 


, to go through the stages of a debtor summons and 


petition in bankruptcy, thus giving the clergyman and his 
friends an opportunity of meeting the emergency. Lord 
Harrowby’s bill provided that the bishop should ascertain 
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throwing on him the responsibility of finding the right 


b : : ee ad t, a task which ought not to be thrown on a bishop. 
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Then he was to apply to Queen Anne’s Bounty fora sum 
sufficient to pay off the whole amount, and the life of the 


| incumbent was to be insured for the sum so borrowed, in 


order that it might be repaid at his death. Queen Anne’s 
Bounty would not grant money on such a security for 
many of the lives would not be insurable at all. The 
bishop would first have to create an insurance company 
which would take the life. And if the clergyman com- 


| mitted suicide, the policy might be forfeited. Again, 


another clause provided for the payment of arrears on the 
policy, whereas, if the payments were allowed to fall into 
arrear, the policy would lapse. This was an illustration of 
the accuracy pervading Lord Harrowby’s bill. It proposed 
again, that the bishop should considerall the claims, and settle 
the order and proportion of payment, matters quite alien to 
the education of a bishop, and for which no bishop would 
willingly become responsible, since he would have no hope 
of doing justice in the case. After all this cumbrous ma- 
chinery, moreover, no benefit was secured tothe parishioners, 
for the living was still liable to sequestration for the pur- 
pose of meeting the claims of creditors, insurance charges, 
and so on.—Lerd Cairns said all would agree as to the 
great misfortune which befell any parish where the incum- 
bent fell into pecuniary difficulties, and where, above 
all under the process of sequestration, its spiritual duties 
were very imperfectly performed. The title of the bill was 
misleading ; its title was ‘‘An Act to avoid sequestration, 
and to provide a more effectual remedy for securing the pay- 
ment of the debts of beneficed clerks,’’ and the same object 
was expressed in the preamble, yet the bill not only made 
no new provision for securing payment, but abolished the 
only means by which, in nine cases out of ten, payment 
could be secured. Its principle was that for the future a 
freehold benefice was to be absolutely forfeited, subject to 
the discretion of the bishop, if the holder, from misfortune 
or any other cause, fell into bankruptcy. Even if that 
were the best possible rule for the futare, Parliament could 
not apply it to existing holders. They entered on their 
benetices under certain conditions, and it would be hard if 
they were made liable to forfeiture by a process at present 
unknown to the law. Was Parliament prepared to say 
that, for the future, if the holder of any freehold office to 
which the performance of certain duties is attached became 
bankrupt, the office should be forfeited? If the principle 
was right it could not be confined to clergymen, but must 

applied to freehold offices. It had been said the endowment 
was not the property of the holder, but of the parish, 
but it was the services of the incumbent which belonged to 
the parish, and provided they were rendered in a proper 
way the expenditure of his income was his own affair, and 
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not that of the parish. The right of the parishioners could 
not go beyond the right to ‘the proper performance of the 
duties. The bill left to the disoretion of the bishop, subject to 
appeal to the archbishop, the qmestion whether the benefice 
should be forfeited or not, im the event of bankruptcy. 
Was the bishop or the archbishop to sit as a kind of bank- 
ruptcy judge to consider the circumstances which had led 
the bankrupt clergyman into embarrassment, and to pass 
an opinion on his conduct? ‘Would .Parliament place such 
power even in such good hands? If, too, the bishop de- 
cided that the benefice was not to be forfeited, what was to be 
done with the creditors? Was the clergyman to retain his 
benefice without paying them? The bill made no provi- 
sion for the creditors in case the living was not forfeited. 
It proceeded on the principle that unless the bankrupt ob- 
tained his discharge the benefice was to be forfeited, but it 
‘was well-known that a common condition of discharge was 
for a certain portion of the income or salary to be dedicated 
to the purpose of paying the debts. The bankruptcy 
judge, therefore, would have power to discharge the bank- 
rupt on such a condition, and the fact of discharge would 
entitle the bankrupt to retain possession of his benefice, 
yet, as at present with sequestrations, a portion of the in- 
eome would be diverted to the payment of his creditors. 
The bill was passed as a merciful one to the clergy, because 
‘money-lenders and others were now induced to lend them 
money, knowing that when the pinch came they could ob- 
tain a sequestration, and it was said that if the clergy were 
not to be trusted in this way their condition would be much 
better. The consequence would be persons would be quite 
as willing to lend money as now, but the risk would be 
greater, and the terms therefore harder. The defect of the 
isting law was that the bishop, in the event of se- 
questration and failure of the clergyman to perform 
his duties, was not allowed to reserve a sufficient por- 
tion of the income to meet the wants of the parish. 
Any bill.in that direction would be accepted by Parliament, 
| would remedy the evil so far as it admitted of remedy, 
for it could not be remedied entirely.—The Archbishop of 
York said the real question was this:—The law at present 
regarded a benefice in the light of a freehold possession, and 
the House was asked to treat it in future as a trust, and to 
take care, first of all, that its duties were duly discharged. 
Lord Cairns said it ought not to be applied to existing in- 
cambents. It would not be fair to apply it to existing 
debts, but why should it not be applied to all debts con- 
tracted thereafter? Lord Cairns contended that if the 
duties of a freehold office were discharged that was enough, 
but there was a great difference between the position of a 
clergyman in difficulties and that of the holders of other 
offices. An officer in the army could not place himself in the 
position at present open to clergymen. He would lose bis 
commission by committing acts such as those by which too 
frequently a clergyman loses the confidence of his parishio- 
ners. Consuls and persons in other public offices were also un- 
able to charge their incomes with the payment of their debts. 
True, those were not freehold offices. There was that dis- 
tinction, but in point of principle, if such persons some- 
times lost their offices for these acts, why should a clergy- 
man who conld no longer be of the slightest use to his 
parishioners be treated differently ? Lord Cairns 
said the proper remedy was to vide a sufficient 
allowance for the performance of the duties. It would be 
all very well if a sufficient allowance for the appointment of 
another clergyman could be obtained, the former incumbent 
going into retirement with a portion of the income, but in 
mine cases out ten the benefices were too small, He hoped 
their lordships would affirm the principle of the bill. He 
understood that there would be no objection to referring it 
to a select committee—The Earl of Harrowby did not pre- 
tend that his bill was entirely satisfactory, but he a 
their lordships would refer it likewise to a select 
committee —The Duke of Cleveland held that an amend- 
ment of the law was —-, called for.—Lord West- 
bury said that since the Irish Church Bill he had seen 
mone which was 4 = violation of the rights of 
property. With one fell swoop it would take away their 
property, not only from the clergy, but from their creditors, 
D ee me it at the disposal of the bishop or arch- 
bishop. Such a scheme it was hardly possible for any 
reasonable being to entertain. The principles enunciated 


reason and justice, and if the bill went to a select committee, 
om which he, for one, should be happy to serve, ite efforte 





would be directed to bringing the bill into harmony with 
those principles. ‘The law had provided the clergyman with 
that income to the intent that he might fully discharge 
its clerical and parochial duties, and if he was unable to 
do so, reason and justice demanded that his superior, the 
bishop, should be able to take so much of the income as 
was required for those duties. No doubt, in many cases 
the whole income might be inadequate to that purpose, 
but to the extent of that principle he should be mest will- 
ing to go, and the present law undoubtedly fell far 
short of its duty in the administration of that prin- 
ciple—The Marquis of Salisbury supported the bill on 
the ground that the income enjoyed by the clergyman 
belonged really to the parishioner.—The Bishop of Glouces- 
ter and Bristol recognised several defects in the bill, but it 
was with the greatest satisfaction that he saw the principle 
enunciated that livings were held in trust.—The Lord 
Chancellor enumerated many instances which had come be- 
fore him personally during office, in which parishes had 
been for many years in the greatest disorder, owing to the 
incumbent being absent from his duties in consequence of 
his debts. Was it to be supposed that a clergyman could 
teach to his parishioners the cardina principle of doiug as 
they would be done by, if he exhibited in his own person an 
— of spending carelessly the money of other people 
by taking goods from his parishioners which he had no 
means of paying for, and if he thus neglected the obvious 
duties which all owed ene to another. He then took objec- 
tions to the machinery of the Earl of Harrowby’s bill, 
and expressed a hope that the other bill would be sent to 
a select committee.—The Earl of Harrowby did not press 
his bill, and the Bishop of Winchester’s bill was then read 
a second time and ordered to be referred to a select com- 
mittee. 

May 19.—The Lcelesiastical Titles Bill was read a first 
time. 

The Marriage With a Deceased Wife's Sister Bili—Lord 
Houghton moved the second reading.—The Duke of Marl- 
borough supported the bill.—Lord Lansdowne did so on 
social grounds.—The Bishop of Ely opposed it ou Scrip- 
tural grounds: it would only produce discomfort——Lord 
Kimberley combatted the argumentsJused against the bill. 
—The Bishop of Ripon supported the bill; the Word of 
God not having forbidden the marriage, but tacitly per- 
mitting it.—The Bishop of Lincoln contended that Scripture 
forbade it.—Lord Westbury urged that the present law, as 
grounded in a misapprehension or delusion, should be ex- 
punged from the statute-book.—The Bishop of Peterborough 
censured Lord Westbury’s levity, and regarded tlie bill as 
fraught with social evils.—Lord Lifford regarded the exist- 
ing law as founded in an inconsistent and unfortunate 
legislation.—The Duke of Argyll opposed the bill, and was 
not convinced that the public generally supported it—The 
Earl of Harrowby condemned it as opposed to the. whole 
voice of Christendom.—The Lord Chancellor carnestly 
opposed the bill as wrong and as in conflict with the spirit of 
the nation.—Earl Granville supported it as wise, expedient, 
and just. On a division the bill was rejected by a majority 
of 76 to 74. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

May. 13,—Habitual Criminals Act.—My. Rowland Smith 
asked the Secretary of State for the Home Department 
whether, in the Habitual Criminals Act of 1869, clause 16, the 
date 1861 was not inserted in error for 1866, and whether this 
error had not rendered the clause inoperative ; and, if so, 
whether he would this session amend it.——-Mr. Knatchbull- 
Hugessen said that owing to the haste with which the 
Habitual Criminals Act was passed, many errors of omission 
and commission were allowed to pass in the bill. The Home 
Secretary, however, intended to introduce a bill during the 
present session to remedy these inaccuracies. 

Police Regulation of Vagrants.—Dr. Brewer enlled atten- 
tion to the unsatisfactory working of the regulations in force 
to secure the humane intentions of the Legislature in behalf 
of the homeless poor, consequent on the practically indis- 
criminate distribution of relief given to the whole class of 
applicants, criminal or not criminal, impostors or genuine 
poor, and moved that vagrants applying or shelter and food 

put under the ion, regulation,and management of 


police. Reviewing the history of this subject, he said there 
was nothing new in the proposal to place this vagrant class 
under the supervision ond 


regulation of the police, for thaé 
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was the original and primal basis of the poor law institutions 
of the country. He then went into the statistics. Steps 
should be taken to separate the accidentally poor from the 
professional nt. Whe utter absence of all control, of all 
attempts at reclamation, and of all efforts to get at the chil- 
dren of these unhappy men and women, constituted a danger 
which local agency could not cope with. He moved :— 
‘‘That vagrants applying for shelter and food shall be 
put under the protection, regulation, and management of 
the police,’—Mr. Bromley-Davenport seconded the 
motion—Mr. Corrance said the only remedy was 
strict supervision.—Mr. W. H. Smith recommended 
that vagrants be set to work as in the French Depots de 
mendicité.—Mr. Whalley said the Poor Law Board should 
forbid the guardians spending the rates on this class, and 
every man who could not give an account of himself should 
be locked up.—Mr. Walter feared such a sweeping plan 
would inflict hardship on the innocent, and urged the Poor 
Law Board to invent a plan for discriminating in the giving 
of relief.—Mr. Goschen said the Home Office and the Poor 
Law Board had seriously considered this matter, but they 
could do little to suppress vagrancy unless the public as- 
sisted them by refraining from giving indiscriminate alms. 
He suggested that the definition of * rogue and vagabond” 
should be extended, and that the guardians should have the 
— of detaining and putting to work habitual “ casuals.” 

his he preferred to transferring them to the police, which 
would be enormously expensive, and would not secure 
as much discrimination as the present system of re- 
lief, because the policeman, as a rule, was a much easier 
— to deal with than the relieving officer.—Sir M. 

each advocated uniformity of treatment, relief to be given 
to all who really needed it, a certain amount of work to 
be exacted for it, and putting the vagrants under the police. 
The magistrates ought to carry out the law more stringently. 
—The motion was withdrawn. 


May 16.—The Irish Land Bill—Committee. Part III. 
(Purchase by tenants; advances for that purpose.) Clause 
39.—The Commissioners of Public Works were inserted as 
“the board” referred to.—In reply to Mr. Sclater-Booth, 
Mr. Gladstone said the amount to be applied to these ad- 
vances for purchases by tenants must be left to Parliament 
to determine. There was so much that was experimental 
in those provisions that it would be desirable at first to 
provide a moderate sum to meet any early demand that 
wo arise, after which the matter could again be brought 
before Parliament, with improved means of forming a 
judgment upon it—Clause 40 (Advances to landlords for 
improvements) was agreed to, an amendment by Mr. F. 
Heygate, to authorise advances for improvements to be 
made to tenants as well as to landlords, having been nega- 
tived.—Clause 41 (Advances to tenants desirous of pur- 
chasing). Mr. C. Fortescue moved to add after “ the board ”’ 
“if they are satisfied of the security.”—Mr. Corrance criti- 
cised the scheme and its policy. The security would not be 

ood to the State when it might to the ordinary lender ; 

: the State, as a landlord, would not, from motives 

of policy, be able to deal with recalcitrant tenants. 
The scheme might be very well for Irish iandlords 
who looked to it as a mode of spoiling the Egyptians ; but 
applying to it the vulgar rules of pounds, shillings and 
pence, he could only regard it as a scheme vicious in prin- 
ciple, probably corrupt in practice, and certainly mischievous 
in its results—Mr. Whalley entirely concurred.—The 
amendment was agreed to.—Mr, Sclater-Booth proposed to 
limit the advance to one moiety of the price of the holding 
instead of three-fourths as in the bill—Mr. Pease be- 
lieved thut very few tenants would be ready to pur- 
chase—Mr. Gregory was for the scale as it stood in the 
bill, because to render the clause operative it must be made 
as easy as possible.—Sir H. Bruce was for the amendment. 
—Mr, J. Howard did not believe that the scheme was neces- 
sary for the pacification of Ireland. The previous portions 
of the bill were based on the principle of giving security of 
tenure, and, when that was obtained, the passion for the 
possession of land would die out.—Mr. Maguire did not be- 
eve that the operation of the bill would destroy in the Irish 
people the natural wish for that complete security of tenure 
which was afforded by the ion of the feo simple of 


their holdings.—Mr. OReilly believed that an advance of 
three-fourths of the price of a holding would leave an abun- 
dant margin for security, and that many tenants would 
be in a position to provide the remaining one-fourth.— 
Mr. Downing suggested two-thirds.—Mr. Sclater-Booth’s 





amendment was then withdrawn, and the clause was 
amended by making the limit of the advance two-thirds of 
the purchase-money, and the annuity extend to thirty-five 
years at £5 per cent., instead of twenty-two years at £6 10s. 
—Sir G. Jenkinson then, in the interest of Scoteh and 
Irish ratepayers, moved the rejection of the clause as 
ays OM a _— the clause. Such hold- 
ings meant small produce, the idea of a peasant proprietary 
was pleasant but he ridiculed it in alate G 6 
said the scheme if worth anything was in the interest of 
the British taxpayers, as designed to supply security and 
confidence for Ireland. The House would hold in its hands 
the power of saying how far the experiment should be 
carried out, and the only thing now asked of Parliament 
was that the thing should be tried.—Mr. Hardy said it was 
not wise to endorse by the sanction of Parliament the prin- 
ciple that the ownership of land was a better thing than 
the occupation. He protested against the clause as social- 
istic and communistic, and the commencement of legisla- 
tion which would create an evil at present without 
existence, and which posterity would regret when it found 
Treland still unpacified and the distress and agitation among 
her people increased.—Mr. C. Fortescue supported the 
clause.—Mr. Pollard-Urquhart said the experiment had, 
through the instrumentality of the Credit Foncier of 
France and similar companies, been tried, and with the 
happiest results.—Lord Elcho remarked that in other cases 


| the State had been in the habit of lending money to land- 


lords to drain their estates. But if the Government found 
a tenant did not pay and ejected him, what would be the 
result ? No one would dare to take the land, and it would 
be left tenantless upon the hands of the Government. 
Having granted this privilege to Ireland, how could a simi- 
lar demand in the case of England and Scotland be refused ? 
—Colonel Barttelot said the system ofsmall proprietors had 


| not proved successful in France. The properties in that 


country were mortgaged to the chimney-tops. This pro- 
vision would prove a curse instead of a blessing.—Mr. J. 
Howard said it was not the duty of the State to interfere 
either in the aggregation of large estates or in their disin- 
tegration.—Mr. G. Gregory said the result of the clause 
would be nothing else but the actual sacrifice of a large 
sum of money.—Mr. Sinclair Aytoun opposed this waste of 
the public money.—Mr. Corrance said that by this experi- 
ment they were about to violate all the great principles 
by which a state should be governed.—Mr. Whalley con- 


‘ demned this part of the measure as holding out a direct 


premium to conspiracy, murder, and outrage in Ireland— 
On a division the clause was carried by a majority of 114 to 
27.—The remaining clauses 42-68 were agreed to with 
slight and verbal amendments.—The new clauses were 
then taken.—Mr. Chichester Fortescue carried the following 
new clause, to be inserted after clause 1:—‘“If, in the case 
of any holding not situate within the province of Ulster, it 
shall appear that a usage prevails which in all essential 
particulars corresponds with the Ulster tenant-right custom, 
it shall, in like manner, and subject to the like conditions, 
be deemed legal, and shall be enforced in manner provided 
by this Act. Where the landlord has purchased, or shall 
hereafter purchase, from the tenant the benefit of such 
usage as aforesaid to which his holding is subject, such hold- 
ing shall thenceforth cease to be subject to such usage. 
tenant of any holding subject to such usage as aforesaid, 
and who claims the benefit of the same, shall not be entitled 
to claim compensation under any other section of this Act; 
but a tenant of a holding not claiming the benefit of such 
usage shall not be barred from making a claim for compen- 
sation with the consent of the Court under any of the 
other sections of this Act, and where such last-men- 
tioned claim has been made and allowed, such holding 
shall not be again subject to such usage as aforesaid."— 
Mr. Chichester Fortescue also proposed a clause to go 
after clause 3, providing that where a tenant has received 
ission to obtain satisfaction from an incoming tenant 
e shall not be entitled to compensation under section 3.— 
The clause was negatived—A clause proposed by Mr. 
Kavanagh to deprive yearly tenants assigning their in- 
terests without the consent of landlords of the right to 
transmit a claim for com jon, was, on a division, 
negatived by a majority of 192 to 120,—A clause by Mr. 


conferring on e tenant the right to a lease for 
twenty-one years, rene e for ever, was negatived.— 
Progress was then reported. 


The Attorney-General nominated the select committee on 
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the Public Prosecutors Bill:—The Attorney-General, Mr. 
Hardy, Mr. Vernon Harcourt, Mr. Russell Gurney, Mr. 
Bonham-Carter, Mr. Walpole, Mr. Hibbert, Dr. Ball, Mr. 
Downing, Mr. Gordon, Mr. Rathbone, Mr. Scourfield, Mr. 
West, Mr, Staveley Hill, and Mr. Eykyn. 


May 17.—The Municipal Corporation Bill.—Mr. C. Buxton 
moved the second reading of this, the first of three bills for the 
reorganisation of the government of the metropolis. The 
ena measure would establish a federation of municipal 

ies by creating a municipality in each of the Parlia- 
mentary boroughs to deal with local aftairs, with a central 
body over all to transact the general business of the 
metropolis, He was willing to refer the bills to a select 
committee if they were read a second time.—Mr. C. 
Bentinck opposed the bill. It did not establish an efficient 
central authority. He preferred the scheme of the com- 
mittee of 1867, which proposed to make the Metropolitan 
Board of Works the governing body.—Mr. Morrison sup- 
ported the bill—Lord J. Manners thought that only the 
Government could deal with this question, and that only if 
it secured the co-operation of the existing local bodies. As 
a rule, his official experience led him to be satisfied 
age ag | with the manner in which they did their work.— 

. J. Locke was in favour of extending the jurisdiction of 
the City Corporation all over the whole metropolitan area.— 
Mr. W. H. Smith inclined to this particular solution of the 
difficulty, but agreed that it should be left to the Govern- 
ment.—Mr. Bruce admitted that only the Government could 
successfully legislate on this matter. and supported the sug- 
gestion to refer the bills to a select committee, not with any 
expectation of completing the inquiry this session, but in 
the hope that it would assist the Government to frame a 
bill— Mr. R. Gurney, on the part of the Corporation of 
London, offered their co-operation in a general inquiry. 
—Sir W. Tite gave a similar assent on behalf of the Metro- 
politan Board of Works.—Mr. Alderman Lawrence and 
Colonel Sykes praised the Corporation—Mr. Samuda 
thought it not worth while to give a second reading toa 
bill which nobody seemed to approve.—Sir G. Grey opposed 
this bill—Mr. Muntz supported it.—On a division the second 
reading was carried by a majority of 130 to 66. It was 
then ordered to be referred to a select committee, but a 
dispute arising as to the powers of this committee, the 
two other bills were adjourned until Monday. 


The Married Women’s Property Bill (No. 1).—Mr. Russell 
Gurney moved the second reading. As regarded her pro- 
perty, the entry into the state of matrimony had much the 
same effect on a woman as a conviction for felony. This law 
had existed for a long time, but it was the result rather of 
accident than of design. After enlarging on the evil he said 
the remedy proposed by the bill was to repeal the law 
under which the wife forfeited her property by the act of 
marriage, and to enact that she should be allowed to retain 
control over it, independently of her husband. It had been 
objected that the creditors of the husband would always be 
uncertain whether the property which they sought to seize 
belonged to the husband or to his wife, but that difficulty 
frequently occurred under the law of marriage settlements. 
In the next place, it was objected that the bill would intro- 
duce discord into families and would depose the husband 
from his headship. Had such a result followed upon the 
system of marriage settlements, and, if not, was it more 
likely to occur in the cases which would be affected by the 
bill? The principle of the bill had been adopted in 
America with most advantageous results, and it had 
also been incorporated in the code of Indian law. 
—Mr. Raikes agreed as to the hardships of the existing law, 
but feared that bill No. 1 would lead to others far worse. 
He trusted, however, that both bill No. 1 and his own bill 
(No. 2) would be read a second time, in order that they 
might be referred to a select committee. His principal 
objection was that it aimed at establishing the novel prin. 
ciple of an equality between the sexes. It would disturb the 
peace of every family, and diminish for ever that identity of 
interests at present existing between husband and wife 
which had hitherto been regarded as the basis of the Chris- 
tian family, and a proper ornament to society. Also it 
€reated an inequality between husband and wife; it re- 
tained to the wife the sole use of her property, and yet still 
obliged the husband to support the fasaiiy, — Ade, Jessel said 
bill No. 2 proposed to transfer to a trustee all the property 


of a married woman except such as was transferable by mere 
delivery. The poor woman had no other property but what 





was transferable by delivery, consisting of clothes ani per-. 
haps a small sum of money; and this, the property most 
urgently needing protection, would be excepted from the 
operation of the Act.—The bill was read a second time. 

The Married Women’s Property Bill (No. 2).—Mr. Raikes 
having moved the second reading, Mr, Jacob Bright moved 
its rejection, and the bill was thrown out by a majority of 
208 to 46. 


May 19.—The Case of Mr. Edmunds.—Sir James Etyhin 
stone asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether it 
was true that he was about to incarcerate Mr. Edmunds ? 
Ile suggested that the object was to hamper him in his ac- 
tion for libel against the Treasury.—The Chancellor of the 
Exchequer said that a writ had been issued for the £7,000 
odd in which the arbitrators had found Mr. Edmunds in- 
debted. The law officers had advised this course, and he 
certainly did not intend to hold his hand ; this need not 
interfere with Mr. Edmunds’ action.—Mr. Horsman thought 
that Mr. Edmunds, though foolish and obstinate, had not been 

ilty of any fraudulent practice making him worthy of 
incarceration.—The Attorney-General said that, though he 
would not accuse Mr. Edmunds of fraud, the case against 
him had a serious aspect.—Sir J. Elphinstone gave notice 
that on a future day he would move for a commission. 

The Zrish Land Bill.—Committee. New clauses.—sir 
John Gray proposed a clause providing for a scheme of 
“* Permissive Parliamentary Tenant Right.” The absolute 
owners of estates not within clauses 1 and 2 were to be able 
to register them as coming under regulations by which a 
tenant should not be disturbed in his holding except for 
non-payment of rent, subletting, or waste, the rent to be 
determined in case of disagreement by the arbitration, at 
stated intervals, of the Court. The limited owner was not 
to be able to bind the estate beyond thirty-one years after 
his death.—Mr. Chichester Fortescue opposed the scheme, 
as being in reality perpetuity of tenure.—Mr. C. Read, Dr. 
Ball, the Solicitor-General for Ireland, and Mr. G. Gregory 
also opposed it.—Mr. W. H. Gregory, Mr. Synan, Mr. 
M’Mahon, Lord St. Lawrance and Mr. O'Reilly supported 
it. It was rejected by a majority of 317 to 29. A clause 
proposed by Sir H. Bruce, to render letting in conacre a 
sub-letting, under certain circumstances, was rejected by a 
majority of 177 to 90.—Progress was then reported. 








IRELAND. 
COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
(Before FirzcErap and Dzasy, BB.) 
May 13.—IJn ve George Drinan. 

Waters, Q.C., and Mark O’ Shaughnessy, for My. Drinan, 
moved that he be admitted an attorney, under the provisions 
of the 29 & 30 Vict. c. 84, under the following circum- 
stances:—It appeared that he had for nine years been 
in his father’s office in (Cork, was articled in June, 1866, 
and conducted his father’s business. His father, Mr. 
William Andrew Drinan, died on the Ist of May in- 
stant, and it was absolutely necessary for the inte- 
rests of his clients that the applicant should be at 
once admitted, as several suits were pending in various 
courts. Upwards of twenty of the clients had signed a 
certificate asking for his admission at once, although he 
had not served the full five years. Counsel asked that he 
be admitted without the usual examination, as every day 
was of importance, and it would take time to prepare for 
an examination. 

Shekleton appeared for the Law Society, and stated 
that his clients would not consent unless he pussed an 
examination. 

After some discussion, 

The Covrr decided that Mr. Drinan should be admitted 
provided that he passed an oral examination, which it was, 
arranged should take place on Monday next. 


(Before Master Burke and a Jury.) 
May 14.—Goddard v. Canavan, 

This was an action for penalties for practising as un un- 
licensed conveyancer in contravention of 27 Vict. c. &, 8. 
3. It now came before the master for assessment of 
damages, The plaintiff was secretary to the council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, but the case had been virtually 
instituted by the judges of the Court of Bankruptcy and 















- 14th instant, in the Solicitors’ Hall, Sir J. T. Orpen, Pre- 
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‘Insolvency. It ee no in the matter of F. Little, an | 


insolvent, that the defendant, a law clerk, had pass two 
leases, bearing date respectively the 6th and 8th of Decem - 
ber, 1869, which fact the defendant admitted, and on that 
admission the proceedings were instituted by the plaintiff 
as the officer of the Law Society. The defendafit had allowed 
judgment to go by default, but had forwarded to the plain- 
tiff a statement to the effect that he had only acted asa - 
scrivener, and that he had merely filled up the blanks in | 
printed leaves as clerk to a Mr, George Robert Magrath, an 
attorney. : i 

Shekleton, for the plaintiff. 

The Master, in charging the jury, dwelt on the import- 
ance of the case to the public, who were on many occasions | 
indebted to the Law Society for the vigorous manner in | 
which they took up and prosecuted all matters in which | 
the character of their profession was at stake and the 
public interests endangered, and he directed the jury to 
assess such damages by way of penalties as they should | 
think would meet the exigencies of the present case. 

Verdict, £5 for each offence (there being two), with 6d. 
costs. 





THE INCORPORATED SOCIETY OF ATTORNEYS 
AND SOLICITORS. 


The half-yearly meeting of this society was held on the 





sident of the Society, in the chair. 

The statement of accounts for the half-year was adopted, 
showing a balance to the credit of the society, amounting 
to £684 4s. 10d. 

In reply to Mr. Shannon, 

Mr. Goddard, secretary, stated that no compromise or 
arrangement had been entered into respecting the relations 
existing between the society and the benchers. 

Mr. Shannon called attention to the question of an amal- 
gamation of the professions of barrister and solicitor, which 
had recently excited a great deal of attention in England. 
It was a matter which, he thought, should be fully con- 
sidered, as many of his profession were opposed to, and | 
many in favour of, the proposal. Of course the society had 
every confidence in the council that represented them. 

Mr, Dillon observed that opinion on the subject was very 
much divided, but he hoped the council would give the 
matter their serious consideration. 

Mr. Findlater called attention to «a case which had 
recently eome before the Court of Common Pleas, in which 
an attorney’s clerk had sought to be admitted to practice 
on the ground that he had served ten years. Since the 
education movement had taken place, it had been the desire 
of the council to elevate as much as possible the educa- 
tional standard ; but he was sorry to say that they had not 
been met by the other branch of the profession in the same 
spirit. The judges had put a construction on the Act of 
Parliament which, he believed, it never was intended to 
bear—that a man acting in any capacity in an attorney's 
office for ten years could be looked upon as having served 
ten years. According to the interpretation of the judges, 
the solicitors would be obliged to receive persons into their 
profession of whom they did not approve. 

Mr. Macrory said it seemed as if the Bench considered | 
the particular function of an attorney was to prepare a bill 
of costs. One judge had stated that it was their great 
effort of memory and imagination. It might be a good | 
joke, but it was rather stale, and did not come well from the | 
quarter from which it had proceeded. 

Mr. Goddard mentioned a case in which he had appeared | 
to-day before Master Burke, on the part of the society, in 
which an attorney’s clerk, named Michael Joseph Canavan, 
had prepared certain conveyances in the hope of fee, gain, 
and reward. The case was in the nature of an inquiry, and 
had been referred by Judge Miller, of the Bankruptcy | 
Court, to Master Burke. The inquiry was instituted under | 
the 27th Vict. c. 8, s, 3, and he wished it to be known that 
there was a statute applicable to such cases. Master Burke 
held the inquiry with a jury of six, who assessed damages 
at £5 for each offence. 

Mr. W. M. Jones said it was desirable that the question 
of the abolition of the solicitors’ licence duty should not be 
allowed to rest. It had formerly been urged as an objection 
that the state of the revenue could not afford it; but now 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer had a surplus of £4,000,000, 
and it was to be hoped that next year there would be a 
larger surplus still. It wasa tax which placed the solicitors 








on a par with pedlars, auctioneers, and people of that sort, 
and the council ought to take measures to have it removed, 
if possible. 

Mr. Shannon observed that on a previous occasion, when 
they sought to have the tax abolished, Mr. Gladstone had 
said that they might as well be asked to abolish the licence 
duty on hawkers, pedlars, &c. But, by the present bi 
these, their fellow-sufferers, were relieved (laughter), but the 
solicitors were left out in the cold still. 

The Chairman, in reference to the previous subject, said 
that in the Chancery Act an interpretation clause had been 
inserted to the effect that “the words ‘town agent ’ shall 
mean town agent being a practising solicitor.” 

M. H. A. Dillon, referring to the question of the abolition 
of the solicitors’ licence duty, said that recently, while he 
and some other members of the council were in London on 
another matter, Mr. Denman kindly undertook to present to 
Parliament a petition which they had drawn up on the 
subject. Mr. Denman, however, at the same time informed 
them that, to his knowledge, the opinions of the solicitors 
of London did not coincide witk theirs in reference to the 
question of the abolition of the tax. 

Mr. Anderson having been called to the second chair, the 
proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the Chair- 
man. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. H. R. BAGSHAWE, Q.C. 

Henry Ridgard Bagshawe, Esq., Q.C., Judge of the 
Clerkenwell County Court, died on the 16th of May, at his 
residence, Fellow’s-road, Haverstock-hill, in the seventy- 
first year of his age. He was the youngest son of the late 
Sir William Chambers Bagshawe, of The Oaks, near Shef- 
field (formerly High Sheriff of Derbyshire), by Ellen, 
daughter of N. Ridgard, Esq., of Gainsborough, Lincoln- 
shire. He was born in 1799, and was educated at the 
grammar-schools of Oakham and Richmond, in Yorkshire, 
whence he proceeded to Trinity College, Cambridge, where 
he graduated B.A.,in 1822. He was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in November, 1825, and practised for 
many years at the Chancery Bar; he was created a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1854. Shortly after this he was elected a 
Bencher of the Middle Temple, and served in his turn as 
treasurer of that society. In October, 1831, he was ap- 
pointed Judge of the County Courts of Cardiganshire, 
Carmarthenshire, and Pembrokeshire (Circuit No. 31), 
which office he filled till June, 1868, when he was trans- 
ferred to the Clerkenwell district {Circuit No. 41). He 
was a Justice of the Peace for Middlesex, and also for the 
several Welsh counties wherein he formerly exercised 


judicial functions. The late Mr. Bagshawe married, in 


1824, Catherine Elizabeth, eldest daughter of John 
Gunning, Esq., C.B., who was Surgeon-in-Chief of the 
British Army at the Battle of Waterloo, by which lady he 
had 2 family of five sons and five daughters. 





MR. W. SWAINSON, 

Mr. William Swainson, solicitor, of Portsmouth, died 
on the 17th May, at High-street, Portsmouth, age sixty- 
two years. Mr. Swainson was certificated in Hilary Tera, 
1845, and for some years was employed in the legal de- 
partment of Somerset House, where his father had also 
served. About ten year ago he was appointed solicitor to 
the Admiralty at Portsmouth, and also held the office of 
Admiralty coroner for the county of Southampton and ‘he 
Isle of Wight. Last year Mr. Swainson acted as Chur:h- 
warden of the parish of St. Thomas, Portsmouth, and at 
the last Easter vestry he consented to act again in tit 
capacity. 








Mr. William H. G. Jones, solicitor, of Crosby-square, City, 
having recently been appointed a magistrate for Merionethshire, 
in North Wales, has withdrawn from the profession of the law 
in London, and resigned the office of vestry-clerk to the parish 
of St. Helen’s, Bishopsgate-street. At a recent meeting of the 
vestry of this parish, a very complimentary vote of thanks was 

ito Mr. Jones, “for the very efficient manner in which he 

ad fulfilled the duties of the otfice for a period of forty- 

five years, and for the courtesy that had all that time 

marked his bearing towards the parishioners."" Mr. Jones has 

also resigned all his other appointments in the City, retaining only 

his connection with the Corporation of London, of which he ts 
now the senior member. 
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SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


THE LAW ASSOCIATION. 

The annual general court of the above association was 
held on Thursday at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, 
Mr. G. Harding in the chair. Mr. Boodle, the secretary, 
read the report, which stated that during the year thirty 
cases had been relieved by the distribution amongst them 
of £1,302, and £200 had been distributed among twenty- 
two cases of the widows and families of non-members. 
Two recipients of the association’s relief had died during the 
year, and had been replaced by the widows of two members 
who had died. During the year eleven members had died, and 
six had withdrawn, while eight new members had been en- 
rolled. The capital stock of the association now amounts to 
£33,225 6s. 8d. yielding annual dividends amounting to 


£1,148. In addition to the income from the dividends the | 


annual subscriptions of 305 members amounted in the 
year to £640 10s. ; making the total income £1,788 10s. The 
sum of £150 had been voted to the directors for the ensuing 
year, to enable them to meet applications for relief from 
the widows and families of non-members. The chairman, 
with a few remarks as to the great and growing usefulness 
of the association, moved the adoption of the report. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting of this society, held on Tuesday, the 17th 
of May, Mr. Hepburn in the chair, the question for discussion 
was No. cLxxxvit. Jurisprudential: “Should conventual 
and monastic establishments be subject to Government in- 

tion?” Mr. Gordon opened the debate in the affirma- 
tive, on which side the question was decided by a large 
majority. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Pre_mmary EXAMINATION. 


The Preliminary Examination in General Knowledge will 
take place on Wednesday, the 26th, and Thursday, the 27th | 


October, 1870, and will comprise :— 

1. Reading aloud a passage from some English author. 

2. Writing from dictation. 

3. English Grammar. 
. Writing a short English composition. 
. Arithmetic—A competent knowledge of the first four 
rules, simple and compound. 

6. Geography of Europe and of the British Isles. 

7. History—Questions on English History. 

8. Latin—Elementary knowledge of Latin. 

9. 1. Latin. 2. Greek, Ancient or Modern. 3. French. 
4. German. 5. Spanish. 6. Italian. 


cr 


The Special Examiners have selected the following books, | 


in which candidates will be examined in the subjects num- 
bered 9 at the Examination on the 26th and 27th October, 
1870 :-— 

In Latin . Livy, Book L ; or Ovid, Fasti, Book I. 
In Greek . . Euripides, Medea. 

In Modern Greek Berrorig ‘leropia ris "Aptpucis BiBaioy 7’. 


In French . . Chateaubriand :—1. Atala; 2. René; or 
In Germai “ane : ee pe 
x n. g ing’s Fabeln; or Wieland, Oberon 
Gesang 6—12. F 
In Spanish . . Cervantes, Don Quixote, cap. xv. to xxx., 
both inclusive; or Moratin, El Si de 
las Ninas. 
[n Italian . - Manzoni's I Promessi Sposi, cap. i. to viii., 


both inclusive; or Tasso’s Gerusalemme, 
4, 5, and 6 cantos; and Volpe’s Eton 
Italian Grammar. 

With reference to the subjects numbered 9, each candi- 
date will be examined in one language only, according to 
his selection. Candidates will have the choice of either of 
the above-mentioned works. 

The examinations will be held at the Incorporated Law 
Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, and at some of the 
following eggs ed yy Bristol, Cam- 
bridge, Cardiff, Carlisle, C hen, Chester, Durham, 
Exeter, Lancaster, Leeds, Lincoln, gn Maidstone, 

Plymouth, Salis- 
orcester, York. 


Manchester, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Oxford, 
bury, Shrewsbury, Swansea, 


} Candidates are required by the Judges’ Orders to give one 

‘ calendar month’s notice to the Incorporated Law Society, 
before the day appointed for the examination, of the 

| in which Gap-qenpene to be examined, the place at which 
they wish to be examined, and their age and place of educa- 
tion. All notices should be addressed to the Secretary of 

| the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





,; LECTURES AND LAW CLASSES AT THE INCOR. 
PORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
i Mr. H. M. Bompas, Lecturer and Reader on Common 
| Law and Mercantile Law—Monday, ag | 23, class A. 
, Tuesday, May 24, class B. Wednesday, May 25, class C. 
—4.30 to 6 p.m. 
Friday, May 27, lecture—6 to 7 p.m. 


| — 








COURT PAPERS. 


| 

| THE BANKRUPTCY REPEAL AND INSOLVENT 
COURT ACT, 1869. 

! Rue or Court. 

It is ordered,—That where application to the Court for 
| postponing the close of an insolvency is made by the pro- 
| visional and official assignee by reason of any insolvent 
, debtor being under contempt of court, or being under obli- 

gation to make or having omitted to make any payment in 

pursuance of any order or proposal under his insolvency, or 
upon any other grounds, there shall be filed, instead of the 
affidavit mentioned in rule 30, a certificate by the aforesaid 
officer or the assistant receiver, setting forth the grounds for 
such application. A copy ofthe order, if any, made on such 
application, must be served on the insolvent debtor or his 
representative, and any other parties intended to be bound 
or affected thereby, in such manner as the judge shall direct, 
and thereon proceedings shall be taken as in rule 30. 

HatueEr.ey, C. 

JAMES Bacon, 

Chief Judge in Bankruptcy. 








AMERICAN JURYWOMEN. 

An American contemporary prints a letter from Judge 
Howe of Cheyenne, Wyoming, containing the following re- 
marks ona grand jury “ de medietate sexus”’ :— 

“These women chose to serve, and were duly empanelled 
as jurors. They are educated, cultivated Eastern ladies, 
who are an honour to their sex. They have, with true wo- 
| manly devotion, left their homes of comfort in the States, 
to share the fortunes of their husbands and brothers in the 
far west, and to aid them in founding a new state beyond 
the Missouri. . . . These women acquitted themselves 
with such dignity, decorum, propriety of conduct and 
intelligence, as to win the admiration of every fair minded 
citizen of Wyoming. They were careful, painstaking, in- 
telligent, and conscientious. They were firm and resolute 
for the right as established by the law and the testimony. 
| Their verdicts were right, and after three or four criminal 
| trials the lawyers engaged in defending persons accused of 
crime began to avail themselves of the right of peremptory 
challenge to get rid of the women jurors, who were too 
much in favour of enforcing the laws and punishing crime 
te suit the interests of their clients. After the grand jury 
had been in session two days, the dance-house keepers, 
gamblers, and demi-monde fled out of the city in dismay to 
escape the indictment of women grand jurors. In short, I 
have never, in twenty-five years of constant experience in 
the courts of the country, seen a more faithful, intelligent 
and resolutely honest grand and petit jury than these. 

‘‘ A contemptibly lying and silly despatch went over the 
wires to the effect that during the trial of A. W. Howie for 
homicide (in which the jury consisted of six women and six 
men) the men and women were kept locked up together all 
night for four nights. Only two nights intervened during 
the trial, and on these nights, by my order, the jury were 
taken to the parlour of the large, commodious and well-fur- 
bished hotel of the Union Pacific Railroad, in charge of the 
sheriff and a woman bailiff, where they were supplied with 


meals and every comfort, and at ten o'clock the women were 
conducted by the bailiff to a large and suitable apartment, 
where beds were for them, and the men to another 


adjoining, where were prepared for them, where they 
ore in charge of sworn officers until morning, when they 
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were again all condueted to the parlour, and from thence ina 
body to breakfast, and thence to a juryroom, which was a clean 
and comfortable one, carpeted and heated, and furnished with 
all proper conveniences. . . . The presence of these 
ladies in court secured the most perfect decorum and pro- 
priety of conduct, and the gentlemen of the bar and others 
vied with each other in their courteous and respectful de- 
meanour towards the ladies and the Court. Nothing oc- 
curred to offend the most refined lady (if she was a sensible 
lady), and the universal judgment of every intelligent and 
fair-minded man presont was and is, that the experiment 
was a success.” 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


Last Quotation, May 20, 1870. 

Prom the Official List of the actual business transacted. } 
3 per Cent, Consols, 94} Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, June 94} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 923 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 5 p 
New 3 per Cent., 924 Ditto, £500, Do —-5 pm 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan. 794 Nitto, £100 & £200,— 5pm 
Do. 23 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 { Ct. (last half-year) 235 
Annuities, Jan. °80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
India Stk.,10$pCt.Apr.’74, 2093 ; Ind. Enf. Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 106 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1103 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July, ’80 113% Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 88 101 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 104 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 24 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 923| Ditto, ditto, under €1000,' 24 pm 








RAILWAY STOCK. 























Shres. Railways. Paid, | Closing prices 
Stock Bristol and Exeter ......sscsscsseserserssees, 100 82 
Stock | Caledonian.......seccessscceeeesseeserse vee ee, 100 74 
Stock Glasgow and South-Western ....., 100 119 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ............, 100 423 
Stock Do.,East Anglian Stock, No.2......... 100 7 
Stock | Great Northern ..cccccccccesscssecsesseeserseree 100 | 123} 
Stock | D0., A StOCK*® ......sccccrcsscsecesssecsesseees, 100 132 
Stock ' Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100/ 103 
Stock Great Western—Original ........cscccee 100 | 725 
Stock, Do.,West Midland—Oxford evevee 100 | _ 
Stock  Do.,do.—Newport .....50.... 100 | - 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ............ 100 | 1315 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast 100 | 454 





Stock London,Chatham, and Dover. 100 | 16 









Stock ' London and North-Western..., 100 1233 
Stock | London and South-Western ..., 100 914 
Stock | Manchester, Shetfleld, and Lincoln... 100 | 51g 
Stock Metropolitan.......cccssessescessessecees 108 | 71g 
SOI | MAUI sda, ssinscetexseysuninnntesan eves 100; 1274 
Stock Do., Birmingham and Derby . 100 | 97 

SLOOK | NOPE Brisighs ..cccescsccscseccsscesccccesesevenee 100 | 36} 
Stock North London ......0. 100 | M2k 


Stock , North Staffordshire.. ee) 100 | 613 


Stock South Devon 4... loo) 478 
Stock South-Eastern <8 100 | 7 
ODOR EE ONE sates sscseecsarcaceosansvenceasceuces = tuo 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid wo B, 





Money Marker anp Ciry INTELute Nee. 

The funds have been very firm during the week, and have 
established and maintained an advance in price. Foreign 
securities still maintain the strong position they have nowso long 
held. The railway market has been steady on the whole, 
though this and the general share market have been not quite so 
firm as the others. 





We understand that Mr. Gordon Whitbread, of the Chancery 
bar, who is at present the principal secretary to the Lord Chan- 
cellor, will succeed the late Mr. H. R. Bagshawe, Q.C., as judge 
of the Clerkenwell County Court. Mr. Whitbread was called to 
the bar in 1840. 

Mr. George Waters, Q.C., of the Irish bar, teok the oaths and 
his seat as M.P. for Mallow on the 18th May, in succession to 
Mr, Henry Munster, of the English bar, who was unseated on 
petition. Mr, Waters was called to the bar in Ireland in Trinity 
term 1849, 

Mr. Justice Lawson, a Judge of the Court of Common Pleas 
in Ireland, was sworn in a member of the English Privy Council, 
at Windsor Castle, on the 18th May. Mr. Justice Lawson is 
also one of the Irish Church Commissioners, on account of his 
duties connected with which he has been added to the Queen's 
Council of England, 


Judge Blatohford, of New York, has denied a motion to 





discharge an attachment granted at the suit of John N. 
Cushing and others, against in America of John 
Laird, builder of the A , and looki to the re- 
covery of damages for the destruction of the ship Sonora. 
AMENITIES OF THE NEw Yorx Bar.—Just after the adjourn- 
ment of the M’Farland trial a lively passage occurred between 
the-two leading counsel on-either side. The crowd was al 
ally leaving the court-room, and the Kecorder, the City Judge, 
and many professional gentlemen within the bar were preparing 
to go to ex-Judge Russel’s funeral, when Ju Davis made a 
remark to the Recorder with regard to Mr. ’s conduct of 
the defence, saying that the latter had mn on eo 
of his bitter speeches that he could not prove. Mr. =o, 
who stood near, talking te the prisoner and Mr. Gerry, over! 
him, and, rushing up to Judge Davis, shouted, ‘‘ Do you mean 
to say that anything that I. have said is false?” Before Judge 
Davis could reply Mr. Graham continued, shaking his clenched 
fist in Judge Davis’s face, “You —— country pettifogger ! 
you are not fit to associate with gentlemen; you——! I could 
undress you and spank you. like a child. You have insulted 
every witness I brought on the stand, and you have been pai 
money to hang this man!”” Mr. Gerry and several others 
up to Mr. Graham, and Recorder Hackett stepped up and inter- 
fered, when Mr. Graham pushed him aside, saying, “‘ Don’t in- 
terfere; you:have no right to; you helped this man insult me 
by your rebuke fromthe bench.’’ Officers then came between 
the parties and they were separated, and this ended the matter. 
The expletives which Mr. Graham used were not very choice. 
The crowd became highly excited, and one man proposed three 
cheers for John Graham, which were loudly given. When 
Mr. Graham went out he was loudly cheered by hundreds who 
had assembled on the staircase. The jury had departed before 
this passage between counsel oceurred.— New York Times. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
May 11.—By Messrs. Epwm Fox & Bowsrrero. 
Freehold ground rents of £115 per annum, secured on property at 
Hornsey-park. Sold £2,330. 
Leasehold premises, 1, Berners-street, Oxford-street, producing a pro- 
fit rent of £110 a-year, lease 25 years unexpired. Sold £1,010. 
May 12.—By Messrs. Heraine & Son. 


| Perpetual yearly rent charge of £100, payable out of the freehold 


estate of Llwyn, near Dolgelly, Merionethshire. Sold £2,300 


| Freehold estate. near Towyn, Merionethshire, known as Bobtalog, 


containing 5654 acres, with residence, farm yards, cottages, &c. Sold 
£15,500. 
May 13.—By Messrs. Eowis Fox & Bovusrrecp. 
Freehold house anc grounds at Walthamstow, let at £20 a year. Soild 


i £300. 
Leasehold house and premises, 213. Camden-road, let at £95 a year, 


ground rent £6 10s. Sold £1,100. 
The adjoining house, No. 215, Camden-road, let at £95 a year, ground 
rent £6 10, Sold £1,100. 


| Freehold villa residence, 14, Manor-road, Upper Holleway, let at £75 a 


year. Sold £960. : : 
Freehold villa residence, 17, Manor-road, Upper Holloway, let at £70 a 
year. Sold £960 


| Freehold villa residence, 19, Manor-road, Upper Holloway, in Band, Seid 





980 


1 _ £980. 
Beneficial interest in an agreement for a lease with the furniture and 


effects, 10, Cavendish-place, Brighton. Sold £400. 
By Messrs. Rusawoara, Asporr, & Co. 
Leasehold residence, No. 39, Albany-street, Regemt’s-park, let on lease 
at £70 per annum, term 47 years unexpired, at £26 per annam. 


Sold £600. 
May 16.—By Messrs. Cuzrar & Cusrrus. 

Freehold estate, known as the Ditch Farm, Burweil, near Newmarket, 
Cambridgeshire, comprising a house, with buildings, and l4@a. Ir, 
26p. of arable land. Sold £6,900. 

By Mr. G. H. Duppant. 

Leasehold five residences, Nos. | to 5, Westwoed-park, Forest-hill, aad 
a plot of land in the rear, producing £380 per annum, term 99 rears 
from 1856, at £15 per annum. Soid £5,000. 

May 17.—By Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, & Faawen. 

Freehold residence, with stabling, known as Hill-house, Epsom. Sold 


£1,500. 
by Mr. W. A. Bowzza. 

Freehold, the Phipps’ Bridge bleaching and garding works, with 

residence, house, lodge, stabling, &e., at Miteh Seid $3,000 
By Messrs. Scossit & Jenkinson. 

Leasehold two houses, Nos. | and 2, Hardess-street, Herne-hill-road, 
producing £54 12s, per annam, term 99 years from 1968, at £3 per 
annum. Sold £320. : 

Leasehold villa, No. 20, Loughbdorough-road, Brixtoa, let at £32 ls, 
per annum, term 34 years unexpired, at £10 per anaum. Sold £815. 

Leasehold villa, known as Woodford-cottage, 9 Eg gate let at 
£40 per annum, term 3 years unexpired, at £4 5s. Td. per acaum. 


Sold £395, 
May 18.—By Mr. Gao. Govtnsurra, 
Freeheld house, No. 1@, Thurioe-square. Sold £2,980. 
Freehold house, No. 11, Tharloe-3q. Sold £2,980. 





Freehold plot of building land, fronting Tharloe-aquare. Sold £782. 
F use, No 75, Fulham-road, let at £80 per annum. Sel 


£1,350. 
Freehold two houses and shops, Nos. 126 and 124, Marldorough-cead, 
Chelsea, producing £76 per anaum, Sold 21,100. 
reehold three two with ahops, Noa 120 and 123, Maridorcagh - 
road, and 198, Walton-atreet, Chelsea. Sold £1,268, 


r 
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By Mr. SeaRze. 

Leasehold residence, fo at Leggy he _ term 61} 

years unexpired, at per annum. > 
By Messrs. Epwtn Fox & BousFiELD. 

Leasehold business premises, No. 8, Philpot-lane, City, annual value 
£250, term 61 years from 1818, at £52 per annum. le 

Leasehold two houses, Nos. 2 and 4 Chatham-road, Camberwell, pro- 
ducing £59 16s. per annum, term 99 years from 1865, at £10 per 
annum. Sold £270. : 

Leasehold four houses, Nos. 10, 12,14, and 16, Chatham- estimated 
to produce £119 12s. per annum, term same as above, at £20 per an- 
num. Sold £540. 

Leasehold residence, No. 1, Windsor Cottages, Haverstock-hill, let at 
£56 per annum, term 684 years unexpired, at £6 perannum. Sold 

Leasehold residence, No. 2 Windsor Cottages, let at £48 15s. per annum, 
same term as above, at £5 perannum. Sold £555. 

Leasehold residence, No. 3, Windso Cottages, let at £48 15s. per annum, 
term and ground rent same as above. Sold £620. 

By Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co. 

Leasehold property, Nos. 43 and 44, King William-street ; 1 to 3, Globe- 
court ; and6&7, Arthur-street, London-bridge, term 43 years un- 
expired, at £301 15s. per annum, and tnderlet for aterm at £886 15s. 
per annum. Sold £7,500. 

Leasehold ground-rent of £29 10s. per annum, for 214 years, secured 
on Nos. | to 3 Clapham-place, Clapham. Sold £300. 

Freehold plot of land, fronting Fountain-road, Tooting. Sold £100. 

Freehold ground-rent of £119 17s. per annum, arising from the Exotic 
Nursery, Tooting, containing lla. 2r. 24p., with house thereon. Sold 


2,700. 
Freehold plot of land with buildings thereon, fronting Garratt-lane, 
Tooting. Sold £880. 


AT GARRAWAY’S COFFEE HOUSE. 
May 16.—By Messrs. Batter, Fry, & WYER. 

Leasehold profit rental of £70 16s. per annum, arising from Beauclerc 
Lodge, Clapham, term 944 years from 1779. Sold £150.—Leasehold 
profit rental of £107 8s. per annum, arising from a house, with sta- 
bling and premises, adjoining the above, term 85 years from 1789. 
Sold £250.—Leasehold profit rental of £68 per annum, arising from 
three houses in Stockwell-road, term 52 years from 1838. Sold £360. 
—Leasehold profit rental of £18 12s. per annum, arising from 3 house 
ia Holly-grove, Balham, term 83 years from 1843. Sold £165. 

May 17.—By Messrs. WeaTHERALL & GREEN. 

Leasehold residence, No. 54, Gloucester-gardens, Hyde-park, annual 
value £250, term 95 years from 1847, at £25 perannum. Sold 
£1,815. 

May 18.—By Messrs. FLevret & Son. 

Leasehold public-house, known as the Geerge the Fourth, Leicester- 
square, term 17 years unexpired, at £60 per annum. Sold £1,630. 
Leasehold two houses, Nos. 15 and 16, Chryssell-road, Vassall-road, 
Brixton, producing £56 per annum, term 31 years unexpired, at £6 

16s. per annum. Soid £485. 

Leasehold three houses, Nos. 1, Burke-street, and 20 and 22, Pitt-street, 
West Ham, term 999 years from 1854,at £9 per annum. Sold £105. 

Leasehold house, No. 13, Chryssell-road, Brixton-road, let at £26 per 
ann, term 43 years from 185%, at £4 4s. per annum. Sold £225. 

BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTUs. 

GOULD—On May 13, the wife of Taomas Gould, of Sheffield, solicitor, 
of @ son. 

MELLOR—On May 18, at 63, St. George’s-square, S.W.,the wife of John 
W. Mellor, Esq., of a son. 

WILLS—On Monday, May 16, at 43, Queen’s-gardens, Bayswater, the 
wife of Alfred Wills, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

DEATHS. 

BAGSHAWE—On May 16, at 21, Fellow’s-road, Haverstock-hill, N.W., 
Henry Ridgard Bagshawe, Esq., Q.C., in the 71st year of his age. 

CHALK—On May 18, at Caen, Normandy, Marie Celestine, wife of 
Edmund Chalk, solicitor, London, aged 71. 

JONES—On May 12, at Beaumaris, Angiesea, John Watkins Jones, 
Esq., solicitor, in his 42nd year. 


LAY—On May 16, James Lay, Esq., solicitor, at his residence, Adding- 
| 


ton-square, Camberwell, aged 57. 

LEATHES—On May |, at Simla, from theeffects of an accident, Charles 
Edmund Stanger Leathes, Esq.. solicitor, Bombay. 

POWNALL—On Thursday, May 19, at 20, Harcourt-terrace, S.W., 
Robert Edward Pownall, late of Bennett’s-hil], Doctors’-commons, in 
the 82nd year of his age. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


EGAinding up of Foint-xtock Companies. 
Faipar, May 13, 1870. 
UnsLimitep in CuaNcery. 


Company of Proprietors of the Bradford Navigation.~Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has, by an order dated April 27, appointed William Cowgill, 


of Bradford, to be official liquidawor. Creditors are required, on or 
befure June 10, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to the above. Monday, June 28 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Family Endowment Society.—Creditors other than those resident in 
Great Britain are, on or before November 2, to send to Mr. John 
Young, of 16, Tokenhouse-yard, their Christian and surnames, ad- 
dresses, and descriptions, and the full particulars of their claims. 
ivery creditor holding any security is to produce the same to the 
official liquidator fourteen days before the 14th of January, 1871, 
which day, at one o’clock in the afternoon, at the chambers of the 
Vice-Chancellor, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims, 

Teignmouth and Genera) Mutual Shipping Assurance Association.— 
Vice-Chancellor James has, by an order dated March 10, appointed 
Henry Blanchford, of Teignmouth, to be official liquidator. 








Zara Baths Company.—Vice-Chancellor James has, b 
May 7, ordered that the above company be wou 
& Pike, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Liwtrep in CHANCERY. 

International Agricultural Credit Bank (Limited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented May 11, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
James on May 27. Cl ts, Threadneedle-street, for Bircham & Co,, 
Threadneedle-street, solicitors for the petiti 5 

John King & Company (Limited),—Petition for winding up, presente 
May 7, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Stuart on the 
next petition-day. Lawrance & Co., Old Jewry-chambers, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

London and Manchester Assurance Company (Limited).—The Master of 
the Rolls has, by an order dated Feb 10, appointed Gomme Herbert 
Elyard Brown, of 2, Copthall-buildings, to be official liquidator. 


Turspay, May 17, 1870. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Falcon Life Assurance Society.—Vice-Chancellor James has, by an 
order dated March 26, appvinted Samuel Lowell Price, of 13, Gree 
sham-street, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or 
before July 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to the above. Friday, July 15 at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Saltash and Callington Railway Company.—Vice-Chancellor Malins 
has, by an order dated May 6, ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Batten, Great George-street, Westminster, solicitor for 
the petitioners. 


an order dated 
up. Merrimar 








LimITED IN CHANCERY. 

Aberystwith Promenade Pier Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart has, by an order dated May 4, appointed George Tempaay 
Smith, of Aberystwith, to be official liquidator. Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before June 13, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Thursday, 
June 23, at 2, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims. 

Freehold and General Investment Company (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented May 7, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
cellor James, on the next petition-day. Darville, Lime-street, soli- 
citor for the petitioner. 

Freehold Land and Ground Rent Company (Limited).—Petition for wind. 
ing up, presented May 12, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins}on May 27. ‘Tucker, St. Swithin’s-lane, solicitor for 
the petitioner. 

Land and Sea Telegraph Construction Company (Linited).—Petition 
for winding up, presented May 17, directed to be heard before Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, on May 27. Bird, Guildford-street, lussell- 
square, solicitor for the petitioner. 

London and Manchester Assurance Company (Limited).— Creditors are 
required, on or before June 15, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Herbert 
Elyard Brown, of 2, Copthall-buildings. Saturday, July 2, at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Mariquita Minizg Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 13, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Stuart 
on May 27. Day, King’s Arm ‘d, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Sombrero Phosphate Company (Limite !).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 10, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on May 27. Harper & Co, Rood-lane, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Creditors under Estates tn Chaneerp. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, May 13, 1870. 

Beaven, Edwd, Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. June6. Beavenv 
Jones, V.C. Malins. Terrell & Chamberlain, Basinghall-street. 

Besly, Rev. John, Long Benton, Northumberland,: June6. Besly v 
Dayman, M.R. Bolton, New-square, Ginco!ln’s-inn, 

Broughton, Georgiana Sophia, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Widow. June 6, 
Gowan v Broughton, V.C. Malins, Broughton, Great Marlborough- 
street. 

Colthorpe, Chas, Bedingfield, Suffolk, Farmer. 
Bedingfield, M.R. Roy & Cartwright, Lothbury. 

Crook, Bernard, Tonbridge, near Colne, Lancaster, Draper. June 16, 
Moore v Hartley, V.C. Stuart. Fiuker, Symond’s-inn, Chancery-lane. 

Ellis, Eliz, Portsea, Southampton, Widow. June 13. Arney v Arney, 
V.C. Stuart. Hoskins, Gosport. 

Glegg, John Baskervyle, Withington Hall, Chester, Esq. 
Pheysey » Glegg, M.R. 

Kendall, Wm. High Barnes, Lancaster, Yeoman, June6. Re Rendall, 
V.C. James. Kelph, Barrow-in-Furness. 

Stevens, Robert, Aberdeen-ter, Grove-road, Victoria-park. June 21. 
Stevens v Stevens, V.C. Stuart. Kingsford & Dorman, Essex-street, 
Strand. 


June 3, Tillett # 


June 13. 


Tuespay, May 3, 1870. 
Cave, Jolin, Brambridge, Southampton, Gent. 
Cave, V.C. Malins. Sewell, Bonchurch. 
Colson, Benj, Gt. Woodstock-street, Marylebone, Carver. 
Evans v Colson, M.R. Heron, Ely-place, Holborn. 
Davies, Matthew Peter, Woburn-place, Gent. May 31. 
Davies, V.C. James. Lechmere, Wimdlodon, 
Gillingham, Henry James, Winchester, Southampton, Stonemason. June 
20. Mulcock » Gillingham, V.C. Stuart. Bailey, Winchester, 
Kerridge, Geo Jas, Kinnerton-street, Knightsbridge, Licensed Vic- 
tualler. June 20. Kerridge v Kerridge, V.O. Stuart. Hunter & Co, 
New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Rogers, Ann Eliz, South Leverton, Nottingham, Spinster, June 15. 
Taylor v Rogers, V.C. Stuart. Newton & Jones, East Retford. 
Rolfe, Chas Fawcett Neville, Heacham Hall, Norfolk, Esq. June (1. 
Rolfe » Rolfe, V.C. Malins. Pollock, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


Treditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claw. 
Faipay, May 13, 1870. 
Adams, Isaac, Wethersfield, Kssex, Farmer, 


tebbing. 
Bayley, Robert, Lichfield, Tailor. June 13. Hinckley & Co, Lichfield. 


June 13. Lankestere 
June 13. 


Perrot » 





Aug !. Samuel Adams, 
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Boetefeur, Alex, Moscow-rd, Bayswater, Esq. Aug 31. Few & Co, 
Henrietta-st, Covent-garden. 

Bradley, Caroline, Southampton, Widow. July 1. Weston & Sons, Gt 
James-st, Bedferd-row. 

Bridger, Jas, Chiohester, Corn Merchant. June 1. LE. M. Vick, Chi- 
chester. 

Carr, ee, Danes-inn, Strand, Esq. June 24. Carr, St Mildred’s- 
ct, Poultry. 

Cook, Geo, Malmesbury, Wilts, Grocer. July 1. Handy, Malmesbury. 

Coulthard, Margaret, Bushy-pl, Torriano-avenue, Camden-town, Widow. 
June 13. Sharpe & Co, Bedford-row. 

Croxton, Susannah Eliz, Burford, Oxford, Widow. June 14. Lamber 
& Burgin, John-st, Bedford-row. 

Doudney, Edward, Denmark-hill. 
Golden-sq. 

Dugdale, Ann, Erith, Kent, Widow. June 15. Neal & Philpot, Great 
Knightrider-st, 

Fisher, Thos, Guildford, Surrey, Esq, June 24. Carr,St Mildred’s-ct, 


June 30. Richardson & Sadler, 


a 

Fuller, Cordelia Eleonora, Nutfield, Surrey, Spinster. July 1. Morri- 
son. 

Furze, Thos, Richmond, Surrey, Gent. June 20. Smith & Son, Rich- 





mond, 
Garling, Hy, Southborough Hall, Kent, Esq. June 26. Heath, Basing- ° 


hall-st. 
Graves, Thos, Cheltenham, Barrister-at-Law. June 21, Tooke & Co, 
Bedford-row. 
Haines, Samuel, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. June 27. Boxall, Brighton. 
Jones, Harriet, Kingsdown, Wilts, Widow. May 31. Dixon, Pewsey. 
Keay, Jas, Perry Barr, Stafford, Ironfounder. June 19. Brevitt, Dar- 


laston. 

Lovell, John, Cowley, Gent. May 30. Bird, Uxbridge. 

Moore, Jas, jun, Loughborough, Leicester, Grocer. July 20. Burton 
& Son, Nottingham. 


@eeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Frupar, May !3, 1870. 


Bristow, Eiwd Robt, Amyard-ter, Twickenham, Carpenter. Feb 26. 
Comp. Reg May 9. 
Schondorf, Michel, Gt Tower-st, Corn Broker. Dec17. Comp. Reg 


May 12. 
TuespaY, May 17, 1870. 
Tooley, Geo, Walmer-crescent, Notting-hill, Builder. March 18, Comp. 
Reg May 13. 
Bankruyls 
Fruway, May 13, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Butler, Hy, Gt Castle-st, Regent-st, Clerk. Pet May 5. 
June 2 at 1,30. 
Dedman, Wm, High-st, Lower Norwood, Builder. Pet May 11. Spring- 
Rice. June 10 at 1). 
Hearder, Joel, High Holborn, Shoe Dealer. Pet May 11. Spring-Rice. 
May 26 at 2. 


Spring-Rice. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Atkinson, Sam] Walter, Bradford, Yorks, Packer. Pet May 9. Robin- 
son. Bradford, June 14 at 9.15. 
Cawcod, Wm, Scarborough, Builder. Woodall. 
borough, May 31 at 2. 
Coates, John, Leeds, Cloth Merchant. Pet May li. Marshall. Leeds, 
May 26 at 11. 


Pet May Li. 


Cole, Edwin Treeby, Bristol,Grocer. Pet May1l. Horley. Bristol, 
May 26 at 12. 
| Cox, Geo Edwd, Lpool, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Pet May 9. Hime. 


Mycock, Ann, Blackpool, Lancaster, Widow. July 1. Brierley, Black- 
pool. | 


Norris, Mary, Lee, Kent, Widow. July 1. Potter, King-st, Cheapside, | 


Pellissier, Charlotte Francoise, Albion-grove West, Islington, Spinster. 
July |. Meech, Rosherville. 

Pepwell, Thos, Wears-passage, Somers-town, Furniture Dealer. June 
24. Fox & Robinson, Gresham House, Old Rroad-st. 

Pitt, Jas, Piccadilly, Hatter. July 1. Potter, King-st, Cheapside. 

Prince, Thos, Cambridge, Gas Fitter. Aug6. Foster, Cambridge. 

Richards, Jas. Foston, Lincoln, Gent. July 5. Foottit, Newark. 


Rose, Richard, Darlaston, Stafford, Screw Bolt Manufactarer. June 15, | 


Brevitt, Darlaston. 

Simoas, Wm, Lutterworth, Leicester, Gent. July 15. Fox, Lutter- 
worth. 

Stevenson, Geo, Dudley, Worcester, Clothier. June 1. Sanders & 
Smith, Birm. 

‘Todd, Maria, Heeley, Sheffield, Innkeeper. July 1. Fernell, Sheffield. 

Walker, Lucy, West Haddon, Northampton, Spinster. June 30. Fox, 
Lutterworth. 

Wilson, Rev Albert Marriott, Ainstable, Cumberland- July 11. Hay- 
ton & Simpson, Cockermouth. 

Wood, Wm Praed, South Bank-ter, Kensington, Gent. June 28, Duf- 
field & Bruty, Tokenhouse-yard. 


TurspaY, May 17, 1870. 


Bevans, Jas, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Gent. 
Weston-super-Mare. 


July i4, Smith, 


Boreham, Thos, Ealing, Middlesex, Butcher. June 13. Drake & Son, | 


Cloak-lane, Cannon-st. 

Caron, Pierre Antoine Ferdinand, Nottingham, Merchant. 
Maples, Nottingham. 

Chapman, Joseph, Hounslow, Surgeon. July 1. Jones & Co, Queen-st, 
Cheapside. 


July 1. 


Cute, Jas, Hyde-park-st, Esq. July 1. Jones & Co, Queen-st, Cheap- | 


side. 

Coulson, Eliz, Amwell-st, Claremont-sq, Widow. June 11. Bailey & 
Co, Berners-st, Oxford-st. 

Cowley, John, Church End, Hornsey, Builder. 
Wrentmore, Wood-st, Cheapside. 

Ely, Isaac, Easthorpe, Essex, Farmer. July 12. Neck & Donaldson, 
Colchester. 

Evans, Fras Roberts, Debra Doon, British India, Lieut-Col. June 17, 
Wright & Co, London st, Fenchurch-st. 


June 15. Sawbridge & 


Forman, Martha, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Spinster. June 24. 
Stead & Co, Romsey. 

Gibbs, Wm, Bath, Gent. June 30. Stone & Co, Bath. 

Guardner, Eliz, Redditch, Worcester, Widow. June 20. Amphiett, 


Redditch, 
Gunn, Jas, West Bridgford, Nottingham, Cottager. June 18. Johnson, 
Nottingham, 
Hoad, John Cooper, Row Ash, Hants, Maltster. July 1. Sawbridge & 
Wrentmore, Wood st, Cheapside. 
Holland, Jas, Osnaburgh-st, Regent’s-park, Esq. July |. Sawbridge & 
Wrentmore, Wood-st, Cheapside. 
Noyes, John, Lansdowne-p! North, Kensington, Gent. June 11. Darley, 
John-st, Bedford-row. 
Randall, Ethelfleda, Norwich, Spinster, July 1. Cole, Church-st, Cle- 
ment’s-lane. 
Sallust, Adolphus, Cross-lane, Idol-lane, Comm Merchant, July 1. 
Rooks & Co, King-st, Cheapside. ' 
Savage, Rev Jas Anthony, Chester-sq. June 26. Booty & Butt, Ray- 
mond-bldgs, Gray’s-inn. ‘ 
Smith, Samuel Loe, Hathern, Leicester, Gent. June 24. Miles & Co, 
Leicester. 

Stuart, Marcia, Englefield Green, Surrey, Widow. June 25. Carew, 
Bloomsbury -sq. 

Vallance, Geo, Bristol, Brewer. June 24. Abbott & Leonard, Bristol 

Williams, Maria, Ealing Green, Middiesex, Spinster, July 1. Rowland, 
Croydon, 

Wilson, Chas Stewart Vardon, London, Captain Roya! Artillery. July 12. 
Collins, Reading. 

Wood, John, Morden-rd, Blackheath-park, Esq. June 30. Robinson & 
Co, Charterh ouse-sq. 

Wooler, Thos, Leeds, Brassfounder, June 7. Middleton & Son, Leeds, 





Lpool, May 24 at 2. 

Currey, Wm, Bolton, Lancashire, Picture Dealer. Pet May 11. Holden. 
Bolton, May 25 at 10. 

Down, Jas, Mere, Wilts, Blacksmith. Pet May 9. Wilson. Salisbury, 


May 30 at 3. 
Ellison, Wm Warren, Norwich, Jeweller. Pet May 11. Palmer. Nor- 
wich, May 25 at 12. 
Howard, Edwd, Fenton, Lincoln,Farmer. Pet May 9. Uppleby. Line 
coln, May 27 at 3. 
Lees, Jas, & Wm Lees, Denton, Lancashire, Common Brewers. Pet 
May 10. Hall. Ashton-under-Lyne, May 25 at 3. 
Sherman, Chas, Shere, Surry, out of business. Pet May 10. White. 
Guildford, May 28 at 11. : ‘i 
Taylor, Geo Hy, Birkby, Huddersfield, Cotton Waste Dealer, Pet April 
23. Jones,jun. Huddersfield, May 25 at 11." 
Thompson, Arthur Raine, Horsham, Sussex, Miller. Pet May 7. Mver- 
shed. Brighten, May 27 at 12. 
TuespaY May 17, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Baragwanath, John Phillips, Upper Thames-st, Engineer. Pet May 13, 
Brougham, June 3 at 12. 
Barnett, Hamilton Brown, Northumberland-ct, Strand, Government 
Clerk. Pet May13. Brougham. June 3 at 12.30. 
Brooks, Arthur, St Peter’s-chambers, Cornhill, Gent. Pet May 12. 
Spring-Rice. June 9 at 11.30. 

Harradine, Thos, Birchin-lane, Discount Broker. Pet May 12. Pepys. 
June Y¥ at Il. 

Young, Edmund Richd, Monks Coppenhall, Cheshire, Boiler Maker. Pet 
May 13. Brougham. June 3 at 11,30. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Butler, John, Salisbury, Wilts. Pet May i2. Wilson. Salisbury, May 
30 at 3.30. 

Deacon, Wm, Fleckney, Leicester, Baker. Pet May 12. Ingram. Lei- 
cester, May 11 at 12. 


Dodd, Jas, jun, Winsford Cheshire, Grocer. Pet May 14. Broughton. 
Crewe, May 28 at 10.30. 

Gleave, Thos, Widnes, Lancashire, Shipbuilder. Pet May 14. Hime. 
Lpool, June | at 2. 

Jepson, John, Hulme, Manch, Warehouseman. Pet May 12, Hulton. 


Salford, May 30 at 11. 

Johnson, Geo, Cobridge, Stafford, Grocer. Pet May 13, Challinor. Han- 
ley, May 30 at ll. 

Levitt, Robt, Manch, Yarn Agent. Pet May 12, Lay. Mamch, June 
2 at 9.30. 

Maddison, Geo, Swaffham, Norfolk, Grocer. Pet May 12. 
King’s Lyun, May 31 at Il. 

Matthews, Thos, Southall-green, Schoolmaster. Pet May 13. Darvill. 
Windsor, May 28 at 12. 

Matthison, Jas, Twickenham, Travelling Draper. Pet May 14. Rustoa. 
Brentford, May 31 at 10 30, 

Napper, Edwin, Newport, Monmouth, Confectioner. Pet May 13. Ro- 
berts. Newport, May 31 at 1. 

Pedley, Thos Key, Hanley, Statford, out of business, Pet May 13. Chal- 
linor, Hanley, May 30 at 11. 

Pennington, Wm, Runcorn, Cheshire, Builder. Pet May 12. Nicholson. 
Warrington, May 27 at 11. : 

Roper, Frank, Bradford, Comm Merchant. Pet May 13. Robinson, Brad- 
tord, June l4 at 12. 

Thomas, Thos, Ystrad, Glamorgan, Builder, 
Pontypridd, May 28 at 10. 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripar, May 13, 1870. 
Humphreys, John Geo, Holloway-rd, Istington, Ironmonger. May 9. 
White, Edwin Jacob, Broadmead, Bristol, Cabinet Maker. April 14. 
TrespDay, May 17, #870. 

Hall, Geo Lowthian, Elgin-rd, Maida-vale, Artist. May 14, 

Kenworthy, Jehn, Roache’s Micklehurst, Cheshire, Cotton Spinner, 
May 14, 


Partridge. 


Pet May 9. Spickett. 
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UNITED 


LAW CLERKS’ 





SOCIETY. 








ESTABLISHED 1892. 








THE RIGHT HON. 


THE RIGHT HON. 


THE UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY was established in 1832 by a few y aeheaneee Clerks, whe had long witnessed with pain the distressaé 
of many of their fellow Clerks when deprived of health, and the want and privation many underwent when overtaken by old age; alse 


the sufferings often endured by their Widows and Families on their decease, for whom provision was seldom made. 


ATRONS. 

THE RIGHT HON. THE LORD HIGH CHANCELLOR. 
THE LORDS JUSTICES. 
THE RIGHT HON. THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE OF ENGLAND. 

THE RIGHT HON. THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE COMMON PLEAS. 

THE LORD CHIEF BARON. 


TRUSTEES. 
EDWARD SMITH BIGG, Esa., The Hyde, Crawley. 
FRANCIS THOMAS BIRCHAM, Esa., Parliament-street. 
NATHANIEL CHARLES MILNE, Ese., > 





















A Fund was created by 
»P granted to aged and infirm Members, and assistance given 








smal! monthly contributions, out of which relief was to be afforded in 
to the families of deceased Members. 


A Benevolent Fund (to which every Member contributed) was also formed to assist distressed Clerks, whether Members or not, their Widows and 
Under certain necessary restrictions, this assistance is afforded to all deserving Law Clerks 


Families, with small gifts of money, not exceeding £5. 
and their Families whose distress arises through unavoidable misfortune. 


The Society at its commencement obtained the support of Edward Foss, Esq., E. S. Bigg, Esq., (the late M. Cloyton, Esq.,) E. W. Scadding, 
Esq.,) and other eminent members of the Profession, whose early, zealous, aad 
energetic support, has materially contributed to its usefulness and present favourable position. 


Esq., (the late G. H. Kinderley, Esq.,) (the late R. Maugham, Esq 


Among the benefits are— 
A weekly allowance in sickness of ... 
Pensions payable weekly, varying from 


A payment on a Member's death of ....... 
On the decease of a Member's wife, a paym ent of 0 
In addition, out of the Benevolent or Casual Fund, Law Clerks, whether members or not, and their “ramities, are entitled to relief. 

















THE THIRTY-EIGHTH ANNIVERSARY DINNER 

AT FREEMASONS’ 
On FRIDAY, the 27th MAY, 1870. 

THE HON. THE VICE-CHANCELLOR SIR W. M. JAMES in the Chair. 


ACTING STEWARDS. 


WILL TAKE PLACE 


Mr. J. ALLBERRY. Mr. E. D. Garwoop. 
» J.B. Buack. >» W.E. Jones. 
» © G. Dur. » S. W. Kine. 
TICKETS ONE GUINEA. 
Freemasons’ Tavern, April, 1870. 





Dinner on Table at 6 o’clock exact time. 


HALL, 


Mr. G. H. Kinns. 
+» JOHN MARTIN. ss 
», W. Noapn. 


Mr. C. J. Oster. 
G. H. WairTELt. 


HARRY G. ROGERS, Sscrerary. 





The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice. 


The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for’immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION ‘speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
and executed. No charge for sketches. Companies Fee Stamps. 
Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet- 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeanta’-inn). 














Im one volume, crown 8vo, price 3s, 


TREATISE ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 


y permission, te Vice-Chancellor Sir 
By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, of Lin- 


London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


ust published, price 
ANKEUPICY ACTS, Auaheae. of the Steps ina 
Bankruptcy Proceeding, and Index to the Acts and all the Rules. 
By FRANK R. k. PARKEE, Solicitor 
: Srevews & Soxs, 119, Chancery-lane. 








, Part I. 
EGISTRATION CASES, 1869-70." Copies also 
of Part L., being the Cases for 1868-9, can still be obtained at the 
: — price 7s. For the Two Parts im one wrapper the 


Publishing Office, 51, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn. 


MM OMENTOUS, MYSTICAL, AND MUSICAL 
EASTER ENTERTAINMENTS. 1S.—SAND AND THE SUEZ 
CARAL (2 momestwut ——. oF Professor Pepper: with curious 

Dit en ees lustrations.—Novel Musica) Enter- 





Organ daily. —Lecture by Mr. King, *‘ On a curious 
forpeae” ”"—-epolt’s Mechanical Pictures, and all the other Entertain- 
ments Gaily, for Une Shilling, at ROYAL POLYTECHNIC. 








THE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 


C+ 26 5, STRAND— 
“Tf I desire a substantial dinner off the joint, with the 

able accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and good, I know only 

of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes Inn. There you 

— down the roast beef of old England with excellent Bur- 

gundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied with halfa 

bottle for a shilling.””"—All the Year Round, June 18, 1864, page 440. 
The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining rooms in 
London. Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d. 


[ IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT 
og carried the FIRST PRIZES at PARIS, HAVRE and AMSTER- 
M. 

Minister er Waz, Bertiy.—Notice is hereby given that arrange. 
ments have maade with Liebig’s Extract of Meat Company, 
Limited, for the supply, as an article of food, of their Extract to all the 
troops of the North German Confederation. 

Cavrion.—Only sort warranted genuine by the inventor, Baron 
Liebig, whose signature is on every genuine Jar. 

In every household where this Extract has been fairly tried its use is. 
occa adopted both fer beef-tea and ‘‘ stock ’’ for soups, sauces, 











RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Plain 
and Ornamental—Newspapers, Books, Pamphlets, Prospectuses, 
Circulars, &c.—with promptitude and at moderate charges, by 
Yates & ALExanpeER, Sy) ee (and Church-passage), Chancery- 





large Discount for Cash. 
Bue of COMPLAIN T, 5/6 per = pe e, 20 copies, 
subject to a Discount of 20 per cent. for ing at the rate 
net of 4/6 per page~a lower charge than has hitherto been offered by 


e trade, 
Yares «& Aur XANDER, Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 
UTHORS ADVISED WITH as to the Cost of 
Printing and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 
out MSS, 
Yates & Atexanver, Printers, 7, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


OIN' S—Old Coins for Sale Cheap, comprising 

British, Saxon, English, Scotch, Roman, Greek, Egyptian, 

s-, em ists sent free on application to J. Verrrr, Earlsheaton, 
wabury. 
























